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HEARING ON THE INTERIOR COLUMBIA
BASIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROJECT

TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 1998

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOR-
ESTS AND FOREST HEALTH, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in
room 1324, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth
[chairwoman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [presiding] The Subcommittee on Forests and
Forest Health will come to order.

The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on the In-
terior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. We have
heard many concerns about this project in hearings over the past
2 years. Now that the public has had the opportunity to review the
Project’s two draft environmental statements, it is time to reexam-
ine téle objectives, the costs and other concerns that have been
raised.

My colleague from Montana, Representative Rick Hill, has
worked very hard on this. I want to thank you, Congressman Hill,
for working so diligently on this and with me to plan this hearing.
In addition to two Administration witnesses, we will hear from sci-
entists, local elected officials and citizens who have participated in
this project since its inception in 1993 or who have reviewed the
project information in great detail.

We have now invested 5 years and some $40 million in a project
that is not authorized by law and is simply too big to work. In
April 1997 the GAO reported that the Forest Service has not given
adequate attention to reducing the costs and time of its decision-
making and improving its ability to deliver what is expected or
what it has promised.

Even a 1995 Interagency Task Force chaired by CEQ “cited po-
tential drawbacks of broader-scoped analyses” like the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. That task force ex-
pressed concern with the inefficiencies and the ineffectiveness in
the uses of resources because of the added level of NEPA docu-
mentation, and it found limited usefulness and vulnerability to
legal challenges. So why does this Administration continue to work
on a decision that is not authorized by law, leads to greater ineffi-
ciencies and has limited usefulness?

o)
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I am told that forest managers working in the basin believe the
plan cannot be implemented due to the top-down constraints it
would impose, and that the alternatives will not achieve the project
objectives. For example, the Preferred Alternative described in the
Draft EIS imposes hundreds of new, vague and conflicting manage-
ment standards on land managers, creating an atmosphere of un-
certainty and confusion for managers and the public alike, leading
to excessive and costly delays in decisionmaking.

Even the Project admits that due to the very broad scale of the
ICBEMP, the impacts of changes imposed on local plans cannot be
accurately assessed. To use another example, the Preferred Alter-
native proposes to close thousands of miles of roads in the Colum-
bia River basin, decreasing access and recreational opportunities
across the region. Yet there is no consideration in the Draft EISs
of the economic, cultural or recreational damage to surrounding
communities by closing roads, and there is no factual justification
for the closures.

The National Forest Management Act and the National Environ-
mental Policy Act together required the Forest Service to prepare
land and resource management plans for each unit of the National
Forest System and to analyze and disclose the impacts of any pro-
posed decisions. By all accounts, the ICBEMP does not meet these
requirements.

The CEQ Task Force suggested that this type of broad scale
analysis should be used only as “guides” during the agencies’ deci-
sionmaking processes—it should not result in a one-size-fits-all de-
cision. We should heed this advice and halt this incredible waste
of taxpayer’s dollars. The Draft EISs note that by following tradi-
tional land management practices, “many ecological conditions and
trends have improved over the past two decades.”

If that is the case, as I believe it is, then the current manage-
ment plans must be working, and there appears to be no clear eco-
logical reason to require a single, basin-wide decision. Instead of
funding completion of the Columbia Basin project, Congress should
direct the agencies to forward the vast scientific information that
has been collected to local National Forest and BLM District Man-
agers so that they may use it where it can best be applied—at the
local forest and district level.

The chairman now recognizes Mr. Faleomavaega, if you would
like to contribute an opening statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A DELEGATE
IN CONGRESS FROM AMERICAN SAMOA

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Madam Chairman, thank you. I do not have
an opening statement, but I would like to request unanimous con-
sent at the point of time that our Ranking Member will submit a
statement for the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection. So ordered.

Mr. Hill?

STATEMENT OF HON. RICK HILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA

Mr. HirL. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and I'd ask unanimous
consent that I revise or extend my opening statement.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection.

Mr. HiLL. Madam Chairman, first let me compliment you for
holding a hearing on this very important issue. This is an ex-
tremely important matter for the people of western Montana. As I
travel the State I hear frequently from my constituents about their
concerns with regard to the Interior Columbia Basin Management
Plan.

It is clear to me that the plan, the Draft EIS, and more specifi-
cally the most recent Report on Economic and Social Conditions of
Communities still fails to recognize what the social and economic
impacts will be to the communities of western Montana and north-
ern Idaho.

It is clear that no effort was made in the development of this ad-
ditional analyses to modify or even provide any meaningful anal-
yses of the various alternatives in the Draft EIS, which tells me
that the Forest Service continues to ignore the concerns—the eco-
nomic concerns—of the people who live in western Montana and
northern Idaho.

Now particularly with regard to the role of recreation, which is
given high priority in the Draft EIS but only casually analyzed in
the most recent report, Madam Chairman, I would agree with you.
I think there is some valuable science that has been developed in
this process, but it would be a tragedy for the communities and the
people who live and work in western Montana if this Draft EIS
goes to a Record of Decision and opposes onerous standards that
don’t even meet the science and would actually inhibit the ability
of the Forest Service to meet the goals and objectives that are de-
scribed in the EIS.

Madam Chairman, again, thank you for holding this hearing and
hopefully we can flesh out some of these issues today.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill, and the Chair now recog-
nizes the first panel. We’d like to call Mike Dombeck, Chief of the
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC; and
Martha Hahn, Idaho State Director, Bureau of Land Management,
Department of the Interior. Welcome, Martha, and I think you will
be accompanied by Susan Giannettino, Project Director, and if Miss
Giannettino is going to be giving any kind of testimony, we’'d like
for all of you to take the oath.

I do want to explain for the record that I intend to place all the
witnesses under oath. This is a formality of the Committee that is
meant to assure open and honest discussion and should not affect
the testimony given by the witnesses. I believe all the witnesses
were informed of this before appearing here today, and they have
each been provided a copy of the Committee rules, and so if you
will rise and raise your right hand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, and under the Committee rules,
witnesses must limit their oral statements to 5 minutes, but your
entire statement of course, as you know, will appear in the record.
We will also allow the entire panel to testify before questioning the
witnesses. The chairman now recognizes Chief of the Forest Serv-
ice, Michael Dombeck.
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STATEMENT OF MIKE DOMBECK, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. DoMBECK. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of
the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Inte-
rior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. I am very
pleased to be sharing this panel with Martha Hahn from Boise who
is Chair of the Executive Steering Committee and with Susan
Giannettino, also from Boise, who heads the implementation of the
Project there.

I believe the Project is the best management tool to create a com-
mon vision for the long-term management of the Interior Columbia
Basin. I believe the Project is a wise investment in the future of
the Basin, and that we will complete this effort, and let me explain
why.

As directed by the President, the Forest Service, and BLM are
developing a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based strategy for
the management of the “East Side forests.” We are responding to
several broad scale issues, including forest and rangeland eco-
system health listings and potential listings under the Endangered
Species Act, economies of rural communities and treaty and trust
responsibilities to Native American Tribes in the Project.

The Project Area encompasses 24 percent of the National Forest
Service System and 10 percent of BLM-administered lands in the
Nation. Approximately 72 million acres of lands managed by the
Forest Service and BLM are addressed by the management deci-
sions that will result from the plan. A scientific assessment includ-
ing all lands within the Interior Columbia Basin was published last
year.

Two key factors shaped this Project:

First, issues such as ecosystem health and anadromous fish pop-
ulations could not be efficiently and effectively addressed in inde-
pendent Land and Resource Management Plans. Judge Dwyer stat-
ed in a rule that, and I quote, “Given the current condition of the
forest, there is no way the agencies could comply with the environ-
mental laws without planning on an ecosystem basis,” closed quote.

Second key factor that shaped the project, land managers must
work together to assure that management of public land base pro-
vides the maximum benefits to public lands. And as we move for-
ward the Executive Steering was developed to manage the project
and is composed of BLM State Directors, Regional Directors of the
National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the Environmental Protection Agency, Forest Service Research
Station Directors and Regional Foresters.

And I do not envy them of their task and believe that they de-
serve our greatest appreciation and respect. They're working hard
to balance the needs of seven states, 100 counties, 22 tribes, part-
ners, interest groups, and individuals with a statutory responsibil-
ities of five Federal agencies regarding management of the 72 mil-
lion acres of public lands.

Despite its complexities, I believe that this planning effort is the
best opportunity to develop a consistent framework for public land
management and to respond to critical issues facing the interior
Columbia Basin.
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Completion of the Project decisions, including Plan amendments,
will significantly improve our situation and appeals and lawsuits in
response to the need to restore and maintain long-term ecosystem
health and support to economic and social needs of the people in
the Project area. The decisions will lay out a broad scale condition
needed to assure sustainable populations of species, to provide a
framework for future management, and to create consistency re-
garding broad scale issues, creating a better expectation for goods
and services.

I believe that one of the most important things the Project will
do is share with leaders of all agencies involved in a planning ef-
fort. We are committed to facilitating this planning effort in a man-
ner consistent with the Administration’s objectives within the
President’s budget priorities.

My colleagues, the directors of other agencies, and I stand to-
gether in our support for this effort, and national-regional re-
sources have been committed to the completion of this project, with
interagency teams here in Washington, DC assisting the Project by
providing policy coordination, by providing budget coordination and
congressional coordination.

You asked us to provide some specific information about the
project’s budget. The President’s 1999 budget includes specific
funding to implement the final EIS and records of decision. Fund-
ing projections were developed based upon the Draft EIS Preferred
Alternative and the actual 1999 projects that will be developed,
consistent with the documented decisions.

The President’s Clean Water Initiative provides $10 million in
new funds in addition to the $113 million that represents the reg-
ular Forest Service program for units within the Project area.

In closing, Madam Chairman, I’'d like to reinforce my commit-
ment to the Interior Columbia Basin Management Project. I think
that this effort provides the best opportunity to maintain long-term
ecosystem health in order to support the needs of people into the
future and protect many of the species at risk and the long-term
health of the land.

The Executive Steering Committee members and I remain faith-
ful to our promise to work with local communities. I believe that
the Steering Committee has the knowledge, relationship, and re-
sources to complete this planning effort successfully. I ask that my
full statement be entered into the record, Madam Chairman, and
that concludes my opening statement. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dombeck may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Dombeck. I'd be interested if
you could provide for the Committee the cite that you used of
Judge Dwyer’s comments, the case, and the number at a later
date——

Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, we’ll be happy to provide that for the record.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. It’s my pleasure to wel-
come our Director of the Bureau of Land Management from Idaho,
Martha Hahn.
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STATEMENT OF MARTHA HAHN, IDAHO STATE DIRECTOR, BU-
REAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, AND CHAIR, EXECUTIVE
STEERING COMMITTEE, INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECO-
SYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROJECT, AND SUSAN
GIANNETTINO, PROJECT DIRECTOR

Ms. HAHN. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and members of the
Subcommittee. I appreciate this opportunity to update the Sub-
committee on the status of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Project. I am Martha Hahn, Idaho State Director for
the Bureau of Land Management.

Today I appear before you in my capacity as Chair of the Inter-
agency Executive Steering Committee which oversees the Project.
My comments today stress the importance of the on-the-ground ac-
tivities that would be conducted under the Project, such as more
aggressive weed treatment and stand density management. I will
begin by addressing cost and funding issues.

The Interior Columbia Basin Project is a scientifically sound and
ecosystem-based management strategy for Federally managed
lands within the east side of the Columbia Basin. By the end of fis-
cal year 1998, the Project will have spent a total of approximately
$40 million to research and produce the Scientific Assessments re-
leased in September 1996 and May 1997, and the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statements for the East Side of Oregon and Wash-
ington and for the Upper Columbia River Basin in Idaho and por-
tions of Montana, Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada, which were re-
leased in May 1997.

In fiscal year 1998, the BLM and the Forest Service expect to
spend about $5.7 million on the Project planning activities related
to the Draft Environmental Impact Statements. These activities in-
clude holding public meetings, briefing State and local governments
ancsl Tribal officials, and analyzing public comments on the Draft
EISs.

Following the public comment period on the Draft EISs, which at
its close will have spanned nearly one year, the Project team will
complete its analysis of all public comments and prepare the final
EIS and Record of Decision. Public comments may result in
changes to the EIS, including changes in the Preferred Alternative.
Previous funding estimates likewise may change.

As the final EIS and Record of Decision are developed, the agen-
cies will reassess implementation funding needs and will forward
these to Congress. Whatever the final decision on the ROD, we will
implement it to restore long-term ecological integrity to the feder-
ally managed lands in the Project area.

We expect implementation costs may first be incurred in fiscal
year 1999, with full implementation expected in fiscal year 2000.
In the fiscal year 1999 Budget request, the BLM is seeking an in-
crease of $6.8 million for project implementation, the Fish and
Wildlife Service an additional $1.5 million, and the Forest Service
an increase of $10 million. This additional funding would be used
to restore lands in the Basin to healthy conditions by combating
invasive weeds, improving fish and wildlife habitat, and restoring
riparian areas.

The Project’s aim is to minimize potential risks that were pro-
jected by the Scientific Assessment. These would include the con-
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tinued decline of salmon and many other species toward
endangerment; an increasing threat of wildfires, endangering
human life and dwellings; insect pest population growth; declining
rangeland productivity; and non-native weed invasions, threatening
both native plants and grazing livestock health.

Project funding will be used to reduce the risk of fire, insect in-
festation and disease, and improve aquatic and wildlife ecosystem
health by thinning dense forest stands, completing prescribed
burns, initiating integrated weed management and restoring ripar-
ian areas.

Some of the funding will be used to complete prerequisite work
that must precede on the ground restoration, including sub-basin
reviews and ecosystem analyses at the watershed scale that will
help to identify priorities and provide the context for making deci-
sions at the local level.

Additionally, we will address backlog work that has been known
for some time, such as treating weed infestations, reducing high
fuel building, and improving poor riparian conditions.

Let me turn now to discuss public involvement, which has been
a cornerstone of the Project. Throughout the planning process, the
Project team has emphasized collaboration with stakeholders in
order to facilitate the evaluation of new information about socio-
economic and environmental conditions. It’s taking more time than
we had originally estimated, but we believe the additional time re-
quired to include all interested parties in our process is a worth-
while investment.

Since the beginning of the public comment period in May 1997,
the Executive Steering Committee members and Project staff have
participated in over 30 public meetings across the Basin. More
meetings are scheduled to occur before the close of the comment pe-
riod. Last July we produced a satellite teleconference which was
broadcast to 56 sites in the region. Over 700 citizens participated.

In addition, we have met with the representatives from State
and local governments, Tribal officials, over 26 businesses, con-
servation and civic groups, Federally sanctioned advisory groups,
and local citizens. The Project team has a mailing list of over 8,000
individuals and organizations. It sends out a newsletter and main-
tains an Internet home page where the public can find Project doc-
uments.

In part to address issues raised as a result of this extensive pub-
lic involvement, the Project team released last week a report, “Eco-
nomic and Social Conditions of Communities.” As you may recall,
when the Draft EIS’s were released last May, the Eastside Eco-
system Coalition of Counties expressed concerns about the poten-
tial social and economic effects on small rural communities due to
changes in Federal land management resulting from the Project.

On April 21, 1997, Judge Dale White, Chairman of the EECC,
and I jointly released a letter which stated in part, “the Regional
Executives and the EECC have agreed to work together between
the Draft and Final EISs, particularly on the sections related to so-
cial and economic effects.”

Several months later, in Section 323 of the Department of Inte-
rior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 1998 the Congress
directed the Project to “analyze economic and social conditions, and
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culture and customs, of the communities at the sub-basin level
within the Project area and the impacts and the alternatives in the
Draft EISs would have on those communities.”

Our goal was to produce a report that would meet Congressional
direction and allow the public to have “a reasonable period of time”
prior to the close of the comment period in which to review and
comment on this Report in the Draft EIS’s. The comment period
has been extended until May 6, 1998, to give the public such time.

The socioeconomic report expands upon information in the two
Draft EIS’s and provides additional data and economic and social
conditions of communities in the Project area. It discusses potential
impacts of management alternatives presented in the Draft EIS’s
on communities specializing in industries, such as agriculture,
wood products manufacturing, and mining, for which standardized
industry category data were available.

Economic impacts associated with industries that do not collect
standardized economic data, such as recreation, and non-resource-
related industries that locate in the region because of resource-re-
lated amenities, such as high-tech firms, are not fully addressed in
this report.

In conclusion, we must manage public lands to provide for sus-
tainable populations of plant and animal species on behalf of
present and future of Americans and we must create a sustainable
flow of goods and services that can support our local communities
over the long-term. The members of the Executive Steering Com-
mittee are committed to achieving these goals through the Project.
We ask for you support.

This concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hahn may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Miss Hahn. And I want to thank
both the members on the panel for your testimony. I want to re-
mind the members that the Committee Rule 3(c) imposes a 5-
minute limit on questions, and, after my questioning, the chairman
will begin to recognize members for any questions they may wish
to ask of the witnesses.

Before I begin my questioning, I do want to submit to the record
a series of resolutions which came in from western counties, from
the States of Washington, Idaho, Montana and Oregon.

From the State of Washington: Adams County, Benton County,
Columbia County, Perry County, Lincoln County, Okanogan Coun-
ty, and Pend Oreille County. From Idaho: Bonner County, Elmore
County, Kootenai County. From Montana: Powell County. From
Oregon: Wheeler County.

Generally, what these resolutions have said is they have adopted
the resolution put forth by the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force of the Association of Counties, and generally what that task
force has stated in this resolution is that the Project should be ter-
minated with no Record of Decision being approved.

It says the ecosystem management data developed by the Project
should be communicated to the BLM District Managers and Na-
tional Forest Supervisors for consideration of public input and
statutorily scheduled environmental land and resource manage-
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ment plan revisions, and the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force also strongly supports natural resource planning and envi-
ronmental management featuring site-specific management deci-
sions made by local decisionmakers, local citizenry and parties di-
rectly and personally affected by environmental land and resource
management decisions.

So without objection, I’d like to enter this into the record.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I do want to direct my first questions to Chief
Dombeck. I'd like to ask you, Chief, was the scientific assessment
in the document and the Preferred Alternative peer reviewed?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me ask Martha Hahn who was closest to the
Project the details of how it was peer reviewed?

Ms. HAHN. It actually took place in what’s called a double blind
review, which means that there is a first reviewer who reviews it
and then a second reviewer, and the blind part has to do with—
the names are withheld in terms of who the authors are and who
actually developed the research.

So it went through—so the second reviewer doesn’t know who the
first reviewer was in terms of the assessment that was done on a
particular science piece.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Who were the individuals who did the peer re-
view?

Ms. HAHN. There were quite a handful of reviewers, and I do not
know all of the names. We can get you a list of all of those review-
ers.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. How were they chosen?

Ms. HAHN. I think that they were chosen through the univer-
sities and processes of whatever issue was at hand, whatever the
science was behind, and then through the universities and other
type of science entities those reviewers were recommended or iden-
tified as specialists in the field.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, so you will provide the Committee
with the names of the participants in the peer review studies.

Ms. HAHN. Yes, we can provide that.

“The science has been double blind peer reviewed. This means that the author of
a particular paper is anonymous to the reviewer, and the reviewer is anonymous
to the author. This process is managed by a Science Review Board co-chaired by
Richard Everett and Evelyn Bull. Individuals selected to participate on the Science
Review Board were individuals knowledgeable in resource management and have
expertise in specific areas. A list of the individuals on the Science Review Board is
attached.

“The Science Review Board established a process of double blind peer review,
where the autonomy of both the authors and the reviewers is maintained. Even
after the process is complete, the autonomy and anonymity of the peer reviewers
is maintained. The Interior Columbia Basin Project, and the Science Advisory Group
(SAG) does not have information on the individual scientists who reviewed docu-
ments. This process of peer review is a standard protocol for the review of scientific
information prior to publication in scientific journals.”

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Were the Draft EISs peer reviewed?

Ms. HAHN. The Draft EIS’s are being reviewed right now in the
public arena. So all review is taking place right now in this 1-year
time period.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. We've gotten word that they aren’t being peer
reviewed. You are certain that they are being reviewed right now?
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Ms. HAHN. Theyre out for comment right now and can be re-
viewed, yes. They are available for that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. They’re out for public comment or peer
review?

Ms. HAHN. The EIS’s are out for public comment and can be re-
viewed, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. Have you directed peer review studies on
the Draft EISs?

Ms. HAHN. I am not certain what you mean by peer review for
EIS’s. Do you mean it in terms of the scientists reviewing EIS’s?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. In terms of the scientific credibility.

Ms. HAHN. Those, on the EIS’s, as far as—they’re out for review
for anyone who has a desire to review and comment on those.

SCIENCE REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS—INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT PROJECT

Name Journall/Specialty
Dr. R. Burdge Society and Natural Resources/Sociology
Dr. F. Ebel Journal of Forestry/Silviculturist
Dr. A Ewert Society and Natural Resources/Sociologist
Dr. S. Fishe Ecological Society of America/Stream Ecology
Dr. A. Gonzales-Caban Northwest Science/Economics
Dr. B. Halverson Society and Natural Resources/Landscape Management
Dr. A. Hansen Canadian Journal of Forest Research/Landscape Ecology
Dr. B. Hyde Forest Science/Economics
Dr. R. Jarvis Journal of Wildlife/Wildlife
Dr. P. Johnson Journal of Range Management/Range
Dr. N. Johnson Journal of Forestry/Silviculturist
Dr. B. Krueger Journal of Range Management/Range
Dr. B. Lee Forestry Related Social Issues/Journal of Forestry
Dr. J. MacMahon Ecological Applications/Community Ecologist
Dr. E. Meslow Journal of Wildlife/Wildlife
Dr. D. Scott Soil Science Society/Soils Scientist
Dr. T. Sharik Journal of Forestry/Silviculturist
Dr. F. Utter American Fisheries Society/Fisheries
Dr. P. Zedler Ecological Society of America/Forest Ecologist

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dombeck, could you tell me what role
have the Forest Supervisors played in this, compared to the Project
leaders?

Mr. DOMBECK. Again the Forest Supervisors have been and will
continue to be a close part of this process, and from the standpoint
of providing information from the standpoint of keeping abreast
with what the various aspects of the project—for example, when I
was in Orafino last July I sat in with Jim Caswell on one of the
broadcasts that was broadcast throughout the Basin—as one of the
efforts to continually keep the public informed and involved in the
project but also as a way to keep Forest Service employees and For-
est Supervisors involved in continually knowing the various steps
we were at and obtaining their input.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My concern is not specifically about Mr.
Caswell but all of our Forest Supervisors that—were they in on the
development of standards and alternatives and selections of the
Preferred Alternatives, not just advice after the fact? Have they
been active participants?
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Mr. DoMBECK. Yes, I believe they have.

Ms. HAHN. Yes, actually we had several different settings with
not only Forest Supervisors but other local decisionmakers such as
area managers and the Bureau of Land Management District Man-
agers in which alternatives, standards and objectives were dis-
cussed and then went through in terms of their opinions on which
would be a Preferred Alternative that would be selected, that they
would like to see selected, as going out in the Draft.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My question to both of you on this, and thank
you both for answering it, is prompted because I have heard a lot
of concerns by both of your land managers who believe the Project
can’t be implemented. And these are very wide and numerous con-
cerns.

How are these concerns being addressed? Would you both mind
answering?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well let me say that the challenges that we’re
faced with in the Columbia Basin are significant, and what we
have is we have a process here through the Project to gather the
most up-to-date information to get the broadest public comment
and to include employees in probably one of the more—one of the
more if not the most comprehensive manner that we’ve done in ad-
dressing an issue like this because the challenges, the risks for in-
junction and the fact is when we’re dealing with landscape issues
like we are dealing with in the Columbia Basin, where we are talk-
ing about endangered species and anadromous fish, cumulative ef-
fects and water quality—and the more and better information we
can get, as we move forward, the more effective we will be.

However, I want to point out that there’s always dialog and de-
bate as we move forward in any issue because many of these chal-
lenges are not clear-cut—we wish they were—but we feel the most
effective way of getting input is by—and every employee, every
Forest Supervisor has the opportunity to be involved and as Mar-
tha has described, has been involved in the many, many aspects of
the Project.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Miss Hahn.

Ms. HAHN. Yes I'll speak specifically for Idaho BLM because
that’s what I am most familiar with in terms of my process. The
managers have been brought together several times previous to the
release of the Draft, as well as during the release of the Draft, in
which we've sat down and talked about areas of the Preferred Al-
ternative that we feel could have some change to it or would have
better wording and so forth. And we’ve gone through that type of
dialogue together.

In fact, when I return to Idaho next week we will be working on
further discussions and how we can make that work well for Idaho
BLM and those land managers.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I see my time is up, and I may want to return
for more questioning. Miss Giannettino, did you have anything that
you would like to add?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Not at this time, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Mr. Dombeck, have you
read the—I guess I would call it an indictment of the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project by Mr. Thomas
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Haislip? Have you read his testimony for this hearing and his com-
ments with regard to ICBEMP?

Mr. DoMBECK. I am not sure I am familiar with the specific docu-
ment. I have read lots of testimonials, both for and against.

Mr. HiLL. I'd just like to ask you a few questions that he raises
in his testimony. I wish—perhaps if the testimony had come in a
different order, it might be a little easier to go through this proc-
ess, but basically his recommendation is—and incidentally this is
the recommendation that I'm hearing from people who are on the
ground in Montana, people who incidentally who work for you, who
will speak privately about this but are concerned about speaking
publicly.

He states that if you go forward of the Record of Decision based
upon anything similar to the Preferred Alternative that you rec-
ommend, that we are going to have greater conflict, not less con-
flict, and that we are going to make it more difficult to reach the
goals and purposes of what we set out to do in the beginning.

And he suggests this: He says there are two options before us.
One is to completely rewrite the Draft EIS and publish supple-
ments, and that would be necessary in order for this document to
be legally sufficient, to be able to pass muster.

The second option would be to simply not go to a Record of Deci-
sion. Abandon the idea of implementing top-down standards, and
just move forward using the science that we have to develop indi-
vidual forest management plans.

Would you comment on those recommendations and whether or
not you are considering either of those two alternatives, and if so,
who is going to make the decision in terms of considering those two
alternative ideas?

Mr. DoMBECK. Let me state to your last question that our posi-
tion has been and will continue to be that the decisions need to be
made within the region by the Regional Executives, of which Mar-
tha is the current Chair of that group.

Mr. HiLL. Could you identify for me who those people are?

Mr. DOMBECK. There are 11 members of the Executive Com-
mittee, and Martha is the Chair. Why don’t I ask Martha to. I
might leave somebody out.

Ms. HaAHN. This is a quiz on names for me. We have the State
Directors in BLM, which would be myself, Elaine Zielinski from Or-
egon—Washington, Larry Hamilton from Montana. We represent
the concerns and interests of the other State Directors for Wyo-
ming, Utah and Nevada.

There are the three Regional Foresters. There’s Dale Bosworth,
and I don’t remember the region numbers, so you’ll have to help
me on that part; Bob Williams, Pacific Northwest, and Jack
Blackwell in the Ogden area.

Then there are two Station Directors for the Forest Service, and
that’s Denver Burns and Tom Mills. And then there is the Regional
Director for Fish and Wildlife Service. Right now it’s an Acting—
Tom Dwyer—and for Environmental Protection Agency they also
have an Acting—is Chuck Finley, and National Marine Fisheries is
Will Stelle.
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Mr. HiLL. And this group will make the decision on whether to
move forward with the Record of Decision, whether to move for-
ward or not?

Mr. DoMBECK. That’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. And then also if we need to go back and start over the
Draft EIS, this group would make that decision?

Mr. DoMBECK. They’re responsible for the decisionmaking of
where the Project goes, the analyses of the comments and moving
into final, yes sir.

Mr. HiLL. And this group would be empowered to make the deci-
sion to not move to a Record of Decision, if that was how they felt?

Mr. DoMBECK. I believe so. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. OK. So let me go forward then. I guess it would be bet-
ter if they were here than you perhaps then if they are the ones
that are going to be making the decision with regard to that.

Let me just go through some of the comments that Mr. Haislip
mfillkes, and I would ask you if you could respond to them specifi-
cally.

First, he talks about the identification of forests require and pri-
ority treatments, and he says, “the key feature of a forest eco-
system assessment should be to identify the types and locations of
forests needing various types of treatments or prescriptions.

For example, the standard structures that offer the greatest op-
portunities for forest ecosystem health risks reduction appear to be
dense intermediate aged forests with multiple canopy layers in the
high and medium risk categories. These are forest structures that
could provide the basic components for producing the older forest
structures that are stated to be in relatively short supply.”

“However the DEIS fails to provide sufficient analyses of these
basic issues and available methods for assessing risks to forest
health and displaying the risk radiants were not used.” Could you
address that? Is that accurate or inaccurate in your view?

Mr. DOMBECK. Since I'm not the technical expert on the issue, I
would defer to technical experts for specifics like that, but what I
would comment on in general is that the important thing is that
we have an overarching framework, so decisions are not made in
isolation with one another, which is one of the risks we run by indi-
vidual units making decisions, because we have in part—as I men-
tioned in my opening statement Judge Dwyer’s comment—but to
achieve the greatest efficiencies in prioritizing projects, in spending
money, in prioritizing the sequence of projects, this is best done, I
believe, under an overarching framework that we have here pro-
duced by the Project.

Mr. HiLL. In essence, that’s what you're saying? You're saying
we'll ignore what the situation is in any individual forest and in
any individual area of the forest, but we’ll adopt some general
standards, and that’s going to produce a healthier forest. Is that
what you are saying?

Mr. DoMBECK. No. I don’t believe it is. I think what I am saying
is that the individual projects and individual forest health situa-
tions—watershed health—are nested, you know, as part of a larger
framework in the condition of the landscape.

Mr. HiLL. Do you believe in the gathering of data for this Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, that that was accomplished
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through what you’ve just described, which is nesting local data and
then developing a larger picture because I will say to you that that
is exactly the opposite of what the people in the local forests in
Montana are telling me?

They're telling me that this data may be fairly accurate in the
general terms, but it is off by a matter of several factors on a local
forest-by-forest basis.

Ms. HanN. Sir, the EIS does provide a broad framework for the
desired, what they call “potential vegetative groups,” that we would
like to see over time throughout the Interior Columbia Basin. Each
alternative approaches that somewhat differently, but each alter-
native has a description for broad forest types and the seral stages
of vegetation that would be desired.

That provides an integration and a broad picture of the vegeta-
tive condition and the forest composition that would be desired over
time by alternative. Then each forest or each BLM District would
work within that framework at their local planning level through
their forest plan and then through project planning to actually do
the site-specific implementation that makes the vegetation move in
the direction that this broad direction states.

It’s no problem using broad scale information to provide broad
scale framing of direction. The forests will use local data to develop
the specific projects that translate that broad direction into actual
happenings on the ground.

Mr. HiLL. So in other words, this is going from general to specific
rather than going from specific to general? Is that correct?

Ms. HAHN. Within the context of the EIS the data is broad scale.
It is general as is appropriate for something that covers 72 million
acres.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I will have another
group of questions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I would like
to offer again my personal welcome to Director Dombeck here this
morning and his associates. So that I may somewhat be descriptive
of what we are trying to explore here this morning, and I don’t
know for want of a better way of pronouncing this acronym. Is it
ICBEMP? How do you pronounce it? Is that the best way I can pro-
nounce it? ICBEMP?

Mr. DoMBECK. I think that will do.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Columbia Basin. OK.

Mr. DOMBECK. We get so familiar with acronyms. Maybe we’re
talking about it too much.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I guess the concern that my friends here
and the majority have is that since President Clinton announced
this project in 1993—this is 1998—we’ve expended $40 million in
the project; but it seems that you’re running ahead, and the Con-
gress is still waiting for this report or whatever it is, through the
Environmental Impact Statement, which is in a draft form, and yet
we're—you see the concern that seems to be ringing here.

And T just wanted to ask some questions along these lines be-
cause there is some legitimate concern in terms of—we’re talking
about 144 million acres involving some 4 or 5 states. I mean a tre-
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mendous undertaking. Involvement of some five Federal agencies.
I mean this is a significant undertaking.

For those of us who sit here on the Committee, it becomes very
difficult. Of course, you know, every year we pass an annual budget
of about $1.6 trillion. Fiscal year 1999 alone, the Forest Service
budget is about $2.5 billion, but here we’re talking about a $40 mil-
lion expenditure over a 6-year period, and yet we still haven’t
heard a sense of finality of where this project is, nor received the
bottom line so that we can then make a decision on this side of the
downtown scale, if you will.

So, I don’t know if this is where things just seem to be running,
but I do have just a couple of questions. I suspect that more than
anyone, Miss Hahn, you probably have absolutely the experience
since when this project first started in 1993, and you've held—
what? 900 hearings or meetings, town meetings, and not just with
the State of Idaho—you've done it in Washington, you've done in
Oregon, you've done it in Wyoming. I suspect also in Utah as well.
Is Utah involved?

So here you're doing a hearing process that we’re doing here too,
and I guess for a sense of not wanting to duplicate efforts in the
sense that maybe the Federal agency—just give us the bottom line.
Where are we? You've included the scientists. You've included de-
velopment issues. You've included the ecosystem environmental
issues. You've included conservation measures. So, you know, put
them all in a pot. It’s a mess.

And so what we’re trying to define exactly is where are we going.
And I think—I am just trying to give you this sense of perspective,
I\{Ilr. Dombeck and Miss Hahn, and maybe you could help me with
this.

You have in your report here, for example, Economic and Social
Conditions of Communities, issued this year, in fact last month. Is
this part of the Draft EIS report that is being discussed now this
morning?

Ms. HAHN. Yes, it is.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. OK, and you have here on page 5, for exam-
ple, you were looking at the factor like what is the jobs involve-
ment, and you have here this circle that says if you're to look at
the whole basin, this 144-million acre project that you’ve under-
taken now for 5 or 6 years, you’re looking at the timber and ranch-
ing industry—you’re talking only about 4 percent jobs involvement
in this, and the rest of other in terms of the impact is 96 percent.
Can you explain that, Miss Hahn?

Ms. HAHN. Yes, I will attempt to.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I mean, it’s an interesting configuration.

Ms. HAHN. When we started out, we were looking at the broad
scale. Before doing this, we needed more step down analysis, that’s
the type of indication we got. Once we stepped down and started
looking at counties and then communities, we recognized that the
4 percent becomes a very critical factor when it becomes almost 100
percent for a small community.

And so that’s the type of information that was brought out in
this report that you are referring to here. It starts to recognize that
in a broad scale that can be masked, but in a real specific scale it
can become very important for a small community.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. My time is limited I know, but if I represent
a rural area that 4 percent means a lot to me. So I think there may
be some further explanation needed of this statistic because it
could be misleading. That 4 percent of employees would mean a lot
to me if I were to represent a rural district because it could be that
4 percent of the employment provides hundreds of jobs or thou-
sands of jobs when you talk about the trickling effect, the impact
that the timber, the mining industry could have in other job-re-
lated industries.

So I want to get a better clarification of that, Miss Hahn.

Ms. HAHN. And that’s exactly what this report begins to get
into—originally in looking at that broad scale, 4 percent is what
came up, but then once you look through the report youll see how
significant that 4 percent is. Like I said, for example in one com-
munity it may be 100 percent, and that’s brought out in this report.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. OK, and here’s my problem. If I come from
a rural district, and I do. My district is so rural you wouldn’t even
find it on the map. It’s a small little speck out there somewhere
in the Pacific Ocean, but I have 300 million lobsters; 100,000
sharks, you know all kinds of stuff like that.

Now I notice for the President’s fiscal year 1999 Budget you're
adding $10 million, $73 million for green timber, $18 million for a
station, $8 million for fuel treatment and fire expenditures. Now
these $10 million, this is part of the fiscal year 1999 Budget I no-
tice in Mr. Dombeck’s statement.

Now were these proposals in the President’s Budget based on the
recommendations of the EIS statement panel group?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me say that the $113 million is the natural
resources part of the base program or the Columbia Basin, and
the—in fact this represents 24 percent of the land base managed
by the National Forest System. The $10 million is part of the Presi-
dent’s Clean Water Initiative and those

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I don’t question what you’ve got on your
statement, Mr. Dombeck, but the point I am making is that this
is after a result of conducting a series of a thousand meetings
among the four states for the last 6 years. Am I correct that this
is the result of this?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, but the important thing is that the decision
has not been made. The Record of Decision has not been signed.
We'’re basing some of the projections that we’re making on the Pre-
ferred Alternative, but as Martha indicated, the public comment
period is still open. So this is at this point a project in progress.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. See my preference would be is that the
President makes an announcement, “I am going to do this project
study, 1 year or 2 years,” then you bring back the final results of
that project study, let us look at it so we can hold hearings in
Idaho, in Washington and whatever it is, but it seems that we’re
reversing the process.

You’re holding the town meetings, you’re going out there at the
concerns of some of the members who represent those districts and
those constituencies, and they’re getting conflicting messages. And
the message you’re giving us here is quite different from what
they’re hearing from their constituents.
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So I think this is a concern that we’re having here. So the bottom
line question I have: When are we getting a final report on this,
after expending $40 million in a 5- or 6-year period that this
project has been ongoing, as it was announced by the President
since 19937

Mr. DoMBECK. The largest proportion and let me ask Martha of
the expenditure to date has been for the science. Is that correct?

Ms. HAHN. Yes, 55 percent.

Mr. DoMBECK. Fifty-five percent has been for the science. The re-
mainder has been for the public involvement process, the NEPA
process that we would normally go through, and again the key
point is: The decision will be made at the time the Record of Deci-
sion is signed.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I feel bad about it because the Forest Serv-
ice isn’t the only agency involved. You've got the BLM, you've got
the EPA, but the fact is that the President has made this decision
administratively without any Congressional mandate, no enact-
ment, no law whatsoever, but we’ve expended $40 million of the
taxpayer’s money on this project, and I just think that there’s got
to be some sense of finality at one point in time.

So that give us what you found out, and then we’ll do our job and
see if it takes another $73 million to do this and that or whatever.
I don’t know. Maybe I'm wrong, but I sense the concern that my
colleagues seem to have on this issue.

My time is over, Madam Chairman. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Faleomavaega, and we will re-
turn for another round of questioning if you would like.

I would like to ask both Mr. Dombeck and Miss Hahn, what law
authorizes this new level of decisionmaking?

Mr. DoMBECK. The National Environmental Policy Act and the
National Forest Management Act are the framework under which
we move forward with our planning processes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Could you consult with your attorneys here
and ask them the specific cite of the NEPA?

Mr. DOMBECK. I am not sure any attorneys here, but we’d be—
we'll get back to you very quickly with a specific citation and a re-
sponse and an interpretation of that, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Because as I read both of those laws, I don’t
see it at all, but I would be interested knowing what their and your
thoughts are. Miss Hahn.

Ms. HanN. It would be FLPMA.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It would be FLPMA. Under what section?

Ms. HaHN. I'd have to get you that citation.

Section 202 of the 1976 Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA) sets out
the requirements for the development and revision of land use plans for the public
lands. Since current land management plans were completed, new information on
natural resource issues such as forest health, rangeland health, and listed and can-
didate species has surfaced. Section 201(a) of FLPMA requires Federal land man-
agers to deal with significant new information and incorporate it into natural re-
source management. Also, Federal agencies are required to identify and disclose the
environmental effects of any proposed activity on Federal land. Specifically, NEPA
requires Federal agencies to identify and consider the direct, indirect, and cumu-
lative effects of activities on Federal land. The impacts of these activities must be
examined both singly and in conjunction with the activities of other agencies and
landowners.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Could you do that please? Do you have any-
thing new to add? Anything additional? OK. Now, we’re moving on
ICBEMP to a single Record of Decision and the EIS. Is the decision
appealable?

Ms. HAHN. Yes it is.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you believe it is?

Mr. DoMBECK. I believe so, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Under what process is this one decision ap-
pealable? Forest Service or BLM’s processes?

Ms. HAHN. Both processes will be considered, so they will be
melded together in terms of the opportunities that exist under both
processes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. They’ll be melded together. Do you have any-
thing to add, Chief?

Mr. DoMBECK. No I don'’t.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, do you believe then that this can be
litigated?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Under the melding together of the processes
of appeal?

Ms. HAHN. In the melding together of those processes, both proc-
esses will be considered or used so they can either be litigated
under the Forest Service process or the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment process.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And it’s your opinion that there’s a clear,
bright line to enable people to appeal these decisions?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, in fact the process of appealing and the proc-
ess of litigation are essentially separate processes. Typically the ap-
peal process would follow first, whereby the appeal would be made
to the next level of decisionmaking authority in the agency, which
in the case if this is made by the Regional Executives then the
Chief's Office would be the next of decisionmaking that would
occur.

And if the appellant is not satisfied with the resolution then of
course it can go to litigation.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Chief, you understand my concern, I am sure,
that this is one single Record of Decision. We are having the proc-
esses that normally people could appeal a BLM decision through
the BLM processes or Forest Service through the Forest Service
processes. They’re multiple agencies and their processes are being
melded together, and it’s not addressed in the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act.

And so even if a Forest Service decision is made that is appeal-
able, we’d still have to refer it to other agencies. Our concern is
that it would take forever to get through the appeals process. Don’t
you think we have a legitimate concern about that?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, what I would do is I would be happy to pro-
vide a legal opinion to the Committee on those concerns.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right, I'd appreciate that. Will the plan be
implemented during an appeal if an appeal is filed?

Mr. DoMBECK. There is typically an appeal period. In this case
would it be 90 days? There would be a 90-day appeal.

1M1;s. CHENOWETH. Would that hold up the implementation of the
plan?
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Mr. DoMBECK. I believe the Record of Decision, the appeal period
starts when the Record of Decision is signed, and at that point—
let me ask one of the staff the specific point as to where the imple-
mentation begins—at the Record of Decision or the—it starts with
the Record of Decision. I have my planning expert here.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My concern is what the impact will be if we
find ourselves in litigation, and everything is halted by the courts,
everything, in a multi-state area. So will your people please ad-
dress that, and also I'd like it if they would address: How does the
agency or the ecosystem benefit by this result of having absolutely
everything stopped in all of the agencies?

So with that I will recognize Mr. Hill for the next round of ques-
tioning.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I want to go back to
this issue that I was discussing earlier, and that is that in my
reading of the Draft EIS and my more recent reading of the mate-
rial I was delivered I think last Friday on the update on the Eco-
nomic and Social Conditions of Communities.

Again this all seems to be generalized data. This was an effort
I think to get a little more community-specific, but it’s still very
generalized data. I think you would agree with that, wouldn’t you,
Chief Dombeck?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. And so the whole idea of this study is to be general
in the development of the Draft EIS with the idea, as I understand
it, that would be more specifically applied within each forest man-
agement plan that would be updated. That’s the scheme here is
that is contemplated. Would you agree with that?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, it provides an overarching framework; how-
ever I do believe—and I read the socioeconomic analyses just re-
cently myself—and where we have information with regards to job
sectors and so on, it does get into some specifics there that I believe
will greatly a decisionmaker in looking at what specific sectors are
important to a community.

Mr. HiLL. Which decisionmaker are you referring to when you
say “decisionmaker”?

Mr. DoMBECK. I am referring to our local field managers.

Mr. HiLL. The individual forest managers?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mr. HiLL. Is it your view that the social and economic issues
should be an integrated part of the Draft EIS and integrated part
of the various alternatives?

Mr. DOMBECK. I would—I guess I am not sure what you mean
what integrated. I think it’s very important information to be con-
sidered in the

Mr. HiLL. Well in the development of alternatives under the
Draft EIS there are a number of factors that you have to take into
consideration. Is it your view that the social and economic factors
ought to be integrated into the alternatives? Or do you believe that
you simply have to assess the impacts, the social and economic im-
pacts, on the various alternatives in the Draft EIS and in the final
Record of Decision?
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Mr. DoMBECK. Well again, from a matter of semantics I think
that we need to use the most and best information we can get in
arriving at the conclusions.

Mr. HiLL. This isn’t semantics. This is substantial, and it’s very
significant on whether or not the social and economic consider-
ations are built into the EIS and into the alternatives, or you sim-
ply draft alternatives and then do an assessment of what those im-
pacts will be on the economy and the culture of those communities.

That is substantially different. Do you see the difference that I'm
trying to

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, I believe so.

Mr. HiLL. And so which of those do you believe is your responsi-
bility under the Federal Land Management Act and under NEPA?
Do you believe that those considerations need to be an integrated
part or do you believe that it’s just your responsibility to assess the
impacts?

Ms. HAHN. In this project we have integrated it into the Purpose
and Needs statement as well as the development of the alter-
natives, and you’ll see in Alternative Four, which is the Preferred
Alternative, I think is a good example of how the economic portion
of it is actually what’s driving a lot of the balance between having
the sustainable type of output over the long-term in relation to the
issues at hand.

Mr. HiLL. More specifically, do you believe that the social and
economic considerations are an integrated part of the proposed al-
ternatives under the Draft EIS or not?

Ms. HAHN. I think that they have been integrated into the alter-
natives, yes.

Mr. HiLL. So then why did you do the Supplemental Economic
and Social Study?

Ms. HAHN. The integration was at the broad scale level in which
we're talking about.

Mr. HILL. So we were general rather than specific with regard
to economic and social impacts again, correct?

Ms. HAHN. To look at the broad scale area and then we did what
I termed a step down process, going from that broad scale to the
county level, then to the community level in this newly released
publication.

Mr. HiLL. And did you then revise any of the alternatives in the
Draft EIS based upon this more specific data?

Ms. HAHN. We analyzed how that would affect it and found that
the alternatives, the assessment—or the analyses of the alter-
natives do not change specifically, that those changes are going to
occur more at the project level.

Mr. HiLL. So, what—I want to be real clear here because this is
a real important issue as far as I am concerned. Is that what you
found then would you say that in analyzing this data on a more
specific basis, that you did not have to change any of the alter-
natives in the Draft EIS as a consequence of what those impacts
might be on those individual communities?

Ms. HAHN. The Draft Alternatives, those alternatives in their
draft situation then will—that analyses—will be placed against
those as we move into a final decision. As far as impact analyses,
that did not change.
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Mr. HiLL. My judgment, having read all of these documents, on
more than one occasion, you did some kind of generalized impact
analysis on individual communities, but in terms of the impacts of
the various alternatives of EIS I mean casual statements like “Al-
ternative One would cause a slight increase of impacts on wood
products,” or et cetera. And I am not quoting exact from the docu-
ment.

There is no analyses. There is no data here in terms of what that
will do to those individual communities with regards to jobs, with
regard to recreational opportunities. I saw none in this report, and
I mean it—I will say to you that it looks to me as though this was
an effort to address the criticism that has arisen from those com-
munities in as general a way as you could.

And the reason for that is, is that if you take this proposed
Record of Decision, this proposed alternative, and you start trans-
lating it into the impacts it’s going to have on individual commu-
nities and individual forests, it would frighten the people in those
communities if you told them the truth.

And so what this is an effort to do is to generalize that impact,
generalize that analyses, rather than to tell the people what is
really going to happen to their communities, and I hope that you
don’t consider this a delivering on the instructions that Congress
gave you with regard to analyses of impacts because this doesn’t
even come close to what Congress was asking you to do.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I just want-
ed to clear up a couple of questions that I had asked earlier. Let’s
say that President Clinton never made an announcement in 1993
to set up this project. What would have happened if we had main-
tained the status quo?

Mr. DoMBECK. We would likely have been shut down on projects
and actions in many areas. There would be a high level of insta-
bility. We would not have a good ability to predict a variety of
projects, the goods and services that might come out of the whole
area, the Columbia Basin.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. As an example even this year, what would
have happened to the funds that are being requested for this fiscal
year Budget? Would that have an impact?

Mr. DOMBECK. Are you saying would the——

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Yes, I mean the recommendations, the
President’s recommendations for this fiscal year alone would not
have come about if it had not been for the recommendations by the
Project.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well certainly the findings, the science and so on,
helped us determine what the greatest needs were.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I guess one of the questions I have too is the
time factor involvement here of the projects. Since the President’s
announcement in 1993 to set up this interagency group working on
these specific issues, when did this thing really take off? When did
these Federal agencies actually become actively involved in doing
whatever the mandate is that the President wanted since 1993.
Miss Hahn, can you help me with that?
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Ms. HAHN. Specifically it began in January 1994, and so after the
President made his announcement, which was based on the Everett
Report and other information coming about in terms of the North-
west issues, then we began in 1994.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So since 1994 it has been a collective rec-
ommendation from these 4 or 5 agencies involved, that has been
part of the President’s basic policy decisionmaking as it is trans-
lated into the budget that this is how we've done the budgetary
process for the last maybe 3 or 4 fiscal years.

In other words, if you had been doing this since 1994, after a 6-
month’s study you make recommendations. That recommendation
then becomes a basic Administration policy decision. That policy
decision then is translated into—or integrated into—the budget
process as part of the President’s proposed budget.

Am I correct in saying that this has been going on now for 3 or
4 years since this interagency group was founded?

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me say on your first point, about gathering
data for a 6-month period and on certain types of projects, I think
that kind of example, it could possibly be, but the thing that’s im-
portant with the Columbia Basin that as we analyze this project,
which I think is very, very important that we do; and I too have
been very concerned about the cost, but if we—we also need to step
back and think about where we found ourselves in the early 1990’s
when we started dealing with this issue.

And let me just mention a few points of where we found
ourselves——

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Please.

Mr. DOMBECK. [continuing] the agencies and the people that
lived in the Columbia Basin

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. That’s what I wanted to ask you initially:
Where were we then and where would we be now without this
project starting in 19937

Mr. DoMBECK. Well where we found ourselves is a situation
where wildfires—we were beginning to have wildfires or were hav-
ing wildfires of unprecedented intensity and size. We were dealing
with damaging noxious weeds issues across the rangelands. We
were concerned about wildlife habitats. Rural communities could no
longer depend upon a predictable flow of wood, of other goods and
services from the public lands.

We found ourselves in a situation where these natural resources,
the issues were being debated. We found ourselves in a situation
where expectations had changed. We found ourselves in a situation
where we were facing serious endangered species problems and in
a situation where we were near injunction and gridlock on many,
many projects.

And the important thing to realize is this is an effort to move out
of that situation, to move into a situation of greater predictability
and stability based upon the best science and knowledge that we
can have.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Well maybe you can help me this way, Mr.
Dombeck. Give me, and I would like to ask for the record, a mini
economic impact statement. Our investment of $40 million to this
project for the last 5 years has also saved the taxpayer’s money.
How much would have been prevented? For all the good things that
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you’re explaining, at least substantively, what would have been the
savings to the taxpayer.

The fact that we've invested $40 million—sure the report is not
final yet—but how much really has this been a plus for the Amer-
ican taxpayer? I think I would appreciate some kind of an analysis
on that, if a question is helpful.

Mr. DOMBECK. Let me say under a normal planning process for
the Forest Service, and Martha can speak for BLM if she wishes,
we would typically invest $3 to $4 million per plan or revision, and
it would normally take about a 4-year timeframe to do that, and
we have 31 forest plans.

So if you multiply the 31 times $3 to $4 million you have a sig-
nificant amount of money involved in what we believe is that by
having this framework—and I might add the best science that
would be applied to any of the planning that we have done in the
Forest Service to date I believe is coming out of the Columbia
Basin, that we will get a substantially better product as a result
of that and a greater probability of dealing with the endangered
species issues, being able to strengthen our position in court as we
move forward in implementing the results of the Project and all
projects.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. If you don’t get the $124 million the Presi-
dent is requesting for fiscal year 1999 Budget, what happens?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, first of all let me say that of the $113 mil-
lion that’s—a portion of that, that’s part of the base program. It’s
part of the Natural Resources Programs of those National Forests.
For example, about $70 million of that is for our forest manage-
ment, timber harvest, salvage, other programs like that.

It’s part of the—that support the grazing on the public lands, the
recreation opportunities, other kinds of opportunities and services
that we provide. So it’s part of the core program.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. HiLL. I thank the gentleman, and I will go out of order, and
I'll ask a round of questions again. Again I want to go back to this
issue with regard to general and specific.

There are some analyses, Chief, that most of the alternatives
propose that between 20 and 40 percent of the forests would be al-
lowed to naturally burn each year as part of the prescribed burning
effort in this plan. Would you agree with that or would you dis-
agree with that?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I'd say I'm not prepared to talk about spe-
cifics; however, let me ask Martha or Susan to correct me if I'm
wrong. I'm assuming that prescribed fire is and that fire is part of
the natural system, and that where we would do prescribed burn-
ing, that would be integrated with other kinds of treatments. That
could be thinning; it could be timber harvest; it could be other
kinds of mechanical treatments. In a typical inner-mountain situa-
tion, we would go ahead and implement the appropriate tool,
whether it’s a timber sale, a thinning, to get the fuel levels down
to the point that we could do accrual burn. And, typically, the time-
frame for something like that is you would go in and do your sale,
your mechanical treatment, and then anywhere, say from maybe
about 3 to 6 years after that, you would go ahead and do the pre-
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scribed burn to finally achieve the situation in getting the forest
health trends in the way you want them.

Mr. HiLL. Many of the areas of the West, and many of the com-
munities in western Montana, are having serious difficulty com-
plying with the particulate matter standards associated with the
Clean Air Act today. Could you identify for me what analysis was
incorporated into the development of these alternatives to take into
consideration the impacts prescribed burning will have on air qual-
ity issues in those communities?

hMr. DoMBECK. Let me ask either Martha or Susan to address
that.

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Sir, I don’t have the specific numbers with me,
but we did, in the development of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, model, using two or three particulate air quality kinds
of models, all the alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative,
which does significantly increase the amount of prescribed burning
that would occur throughout the Project area, and found that in all
the alternatives we modeled, we were well below the threshold, or
constraint. Now, I have to say that since the comment period
opened on these draft EIS’s, there has been a change in EPA par-
ticulate size rule, and we’re doing some additional modeling during
this comment period to make sure that those alternatives are still
within the threshold of what is acceptable. With the prescribed fire
we do have the opportunity to time that burning better than if it
was just a wildfire situation. So that gives us a little bit better op-
portunity to stay within constraints.

Mr. HiLL. Would you characterize those again as general rather
than specific?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Yes, by the nature of the decisions that are
being made, those, we didn’t specify specifically on which acres the
burns would occur.

Mr. HiLL. Or what communities might be impacted?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Only to the extent that certain habitat types
would be more appropriate for prescribed fire than others.

Mr. HiL. OK. With regard to the recreational impact, and rec-
reational considerations, it seems to me that the draft DEIS con-
templates that there is going to be an increase in demand for more
primitive types of recreation on the forest. Would you agree with
that statement, or would you disagree with that statement?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. The increase in demand, I don’t believe, was
specific to certain types of recreation. We simply said that demand
would increase as a result of population growth in the West.

Mr. HiLL. But almost all of the alternatives, in terms of what the
objections of those alternatives, are, would be to increase the
amount of forest that would be available for more primitive types
of recreation, as opposed to motorized recreation. Would you agree
with that?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Some of the alternatives—yes, that’s true.
Some of the alternatives, I don’t know that you could say that spe-
cifically.

Mr. HiLL. Did you do any analysis, any kind of surveying, with
regard to what kind of demand that is out there in the current pop-
ulation, and what they think the recreational needs of the forest
are going to be? For example, there was just a poll published in
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Montana that indicated over 50 percent of the people of Montana
think there should be as much, if not more, recreational, motorized
recreational access. This plan certainly doesn’t contemplate in-
creased motorized recreational access, in my view. Does it in yours?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. We left the decisions on access management
to the local managers.

Mr. HiLL. General to specific. The interesting point about all that
is—and the reason I've asked a lot of questions this, it may be my
last round of questions, is that I agree with you—there should be
a general plan. And if it was that, I think I could probably be more
supportive. The problem is, is that in adoption of the standards
that are proposed to be adopted, it’s not so general. As a matter
of fact, it’s quite specific. For example, let’s take the riparian area
standards. Have you done any, have you made any maps available
on the individual forests, other than the Kootenai Forests, with re-
gard to how the adoption of those riparian area standards would
impact future management of the forests, and if so, could I get cop-
ies of those maps for the other forests in Montana?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes, if they are available.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HiLL. Have they been done, Chief Dombeck?

Mr. DOMBECK. I'm not sure.

Ms. GIANNETTINO. No, they have not, and the Kootenai ones sim-
ply took a very broad-brush approach, assuming more general ap-
plication then would actually happen on the ground where the local
manager would tailor the standard to the local situation.

Mr. HiLL. Who prepared the Kootenai maps? Were those maps
prepared by the local forest?

Ms. GIANNETTINO. Yes, they were, with the Project’s involvement.

Mr. HiLL. Chief, would you have any objection to the other for-
ests preparing similar maps, for citizens to review?

Mr. DoMBECK. I can see no reason—I'm not—why don’t I respond
for the record and let me check, and unless Susan has an opinion.
We can provide you with the information that’s available.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HiLL. Well, it goes beyond that, Chief, and that is, that I
think that one of the things that we have a responsibility to do
here is to provide communities with as much data as we can, and
as much information about the impacts as we can. And those maps
were very, very useful. Unfortunately, and it appears to the citi-
zens of Montana as though, that the other forests have declined to
produce those maps because they were so startling in terms of the
impacts, that it might create negative reaction to the whole man-
agement plan. I'm hopeful that that’s not the strategy of the Forest
Service, to deny citizens access to quality information.

I would like you today to say that you're going to direct the indi-
vidual forest supervisors in each of those forests to prepare similar
maps, to provide that kind of information to the communities that
are going to be impacted, so that all people who use the forest, and
are dependent on the forest, can have that information. Could you
give me that assurance today?

Mr. DoMBECK. We will certainly have that information when
the—you know, the point I want to make is that the EIS is in draft
at this point.
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Mr. HiLL. All we want to know is what the preferred alternative,
or even all the alternatives—that would be even better yet—if you
could prepare maps that would show the impacts of the adoption
of these standards. Chief, that’s the problem here. The problem
here is that you make the argument that this is a generalized ap-
proach to providing a road map, if you will, a general road map to
the development of individual forest plans. But then in the adop-
tion of standards, you take all the flexibility away from those indi-
vidual forest supervisors.

If you think that this is going to reduce gridlock in forest man-
agement, I think you’re wrong, because any individual forest man-
agement plan, or any timber sale or road management plan, that
was outside the proposed standards in this Record of Decision,
would be appealed that fast. And that’s the problem, and so I think
that the people of Montana deserve the right to know, and if that
information is available to the Kootenai forests then it ought to be
available to the other forests, and I think that it ought to be put
into a format that the people of Montana can understand, which
is maps, and I would certainly urge you to direct the regional for-
ester in those individual forests to make that information available
to the people of Montana.

Mr. DoMBECK. I will get back with my staff on that and make
a determination as to—and we’ll deliver the best, the most detailed
information we can.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, and the Chair recognizes Mr.
Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I only have
two-and-a-half more questions, if I could.

Just to help me out, Mr. Dombeck, the scientific study task force
that is part of the project has made an assessment with reference
to roadless areas, I think basically to the effect that the conditions
are OK ecologically; it has met scientific standards. I'm not a sci-
entist. Can you help us with that? What does this mean, that it’s
OK?

I notice that Governor Kitzhaber of Oregon seems to offer some
common-sense advice about let’s not talk about the controversial
aspects of what you’re looking into, but look into more practical so-
lutions, related situations. In fact, even suggested here, in terms of
the short run, avoid operating in roadless areas near fish habitat
and old growth areas. Can you reconcile this report, Ms. Hahn, if
there’s any contradiction in this about the

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, let me start out by saying I believe where
we’re headed, and where we need to be headed philosophically, is
to integrate timber harvest, integrate all of the tools that we need
to achieve the condition that we want.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. And I want to say for the record, Mr.
Dombeck, it’s really unfortunate that it’s only your agency that is
represented here in the hearing, because we don’t have the benefit
of hearing from BLM and their problems, because you’re looking at
this as, you know, as a total—I'm sorry, Martha. You’re with the
BLM. It sounds like you're forestry to me.

Ms. HAHN. I'm representing the——
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. OK, I'm sorry. I thought you wore two hats.
OK, go ahead. I'm sorry, I didn’t mean to

Mr. DOMBECK. So, with that as a context, we need to integrate
all of the tools available to arrive at a desired future condition. In
fact, and I believe a lot of the controversy that we have been in,
and the topic of many hearings, and we will continue to work
through this as to make sure that we understand that we need to
be arriving at a condition and integrate fuel treatment, a fire man-
agement, the urban wild land interface to get the fiber where we
can in a more integrated manner. But, then, that’s one part of the
philosophy.

The second part of it you mention as the importance of roadless
area, or low road density areas, and let me say that some of the
most thorough science that we have associated with roadless areas
has come out of this project—that about 60 percent of the best
aquatic habitats are within, found in roadless or low road density
areas.

Another interesting statistic that we have from this is that about
87 percent of the acres with high potential for fire, particularly
crown fires, insect disease problems, other mortality, are within al-
ready roaded areas, and we have a tremendous amount of work
that we need to get on with in these areas.

And I think this project helps us move forward with the, knowing
that we've got to make investments in land, and none of us are
happy with the conditions that are out there that I indicated in the
earlier round of questioning and some of the challenges that we
face. But I do believe we have the technologies to be able to move
forward, and in an integrated way, to active management.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I want to share with you a statement issued
by this gentlemen, which I think it’s very interesting, and I cer-
tainly would like your comment of this, and I'd like to quote the
statement. “The Federal agencies’ preferred alternative for man-
aging Federal lands in the Columbia Basin does not present a
sound, science-based management strategy. Most important, it does
not adequately protect the region’s remaining old-growth forests,
roadless areas, and stream habits. It does not ensure wildlife liabil-
ity as required by law. It calls for excessive amounts of logging and
grazing. It presents a skewed economic analysis that ignores the
changing role of public lands in the region’s economy, and more-
over, the draft environmental impact statement fails to present any
alternative that fairly represents the views of the environmental
community. Instead, it presents the public with a false choice of ac-
tive versus passive management.”

This is a statement by Mr. Michael Anderson, Senior Resource
Analysis of the Wilderness Society. Can you comment on that?

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, what I would say is the project focuses on
habitat, on water quality, on moving forward through active man-
agement and achieving the objectives set forth, and, I would rather
not speculate on individual projects, but there are situations where
you would have various projects implemented. There are other situ-
ations where you might not. But the focus that we need to look at
is the outcome that we want to achieve.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So it’s your feeling that the administration
is carrying out a balanced view between development and eco-
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system, the environment. Everything is being held on an equal
basis. Does that seem to be your best opinion and response to this
statement?

Mr. DOMBECK. Yes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. This gentleman is saying, “you’re not doing
your job. Environmentally it’s way off the bat.” But you’re saying,
“No, this is not true.” You’re doing a better job than what this gen-
tlemen is observing, his observation.

Mr. DoMBECK. Well, I think we’ve got a good balanced, science-
based approach.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Thank you,
Mr. Dombeck.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, and the chairman will take her
th:ird1 round of questioning, and then we’ll move on to the second
panel.

Congressman Hill was asking some very interesting questions
about maps, and the impact by definition of the riparian zone. If,
indeed, in the Record of Decision or in the final EIS, by definition
a riparian zone takes into consideration certain setbacks of several
hundred feet, from even intermittent streams, as well as flowing
streams, that could mean every little potential rivulet, intermittent
streams and so forth.

So, by definition, one of the reasons we’re most concerned about
having the map show the impact is that virtually from ridgetop to
ridgetop, where there is an intermittent stream, it could be locked
up in riparian zones. So that’s why it’s important to us to receive
the maps that will clearly delineate the definition of riparian, and
I really think that public comment should not even be considered,
really, until we have the maps in hand, so people will know what
they’re commenting on in terms of the definition of riparian.

So, I join Congressman Hill, as Committee chairman, in urging
that the maps be turned into the Committee, and also made avail-
able to the public as soon as possible.

Any further comment?

Mr. DoMBECK. No.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. And my final round of questioning
involves how this was financed. Of course, we have allocated $40
million from the Congress, but more funds than that have been ex-
pended because in testimony that this Committee has received,
funds have been taken from other agency funding allocations and
transferred into the project. Are you prepared to give to the Com-
mittee a dollar amount of the funds that have been transferred out
of other allocated projects, such as grazing, or timber harvesting,
or whatever it might be, into the project? I think our staff indicated
to you I would be asking this question.

Mr. DOMBECK. In checking with the regional budget staffs on
that question, that the primary dollars came from the planning dol-
lars, fire management and roads, the planning portions of the
areas that are most influenced by the activities and the outcome
of the plan. And let me just ask my budget expert. Is that—that’s
correct. We are not aware of moneys being moved without following
appropriate guidelines.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I realize that it may be read that there were
appropriate guidelines, even within what may be considered appro-
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priate guidelines, as set forth by the Congress. It was very vague,
but I can see where they could read that. And these were set forth
in 1994, I believe. I'd like to know, for instance, how much money
that had been allocated to say grazing, was allocated to the project,
and all other categories. So I'm not inferring that something im-
proper was done legally. I think that the language was unclear and
it occurred, Mr. Dombeck.

Mr. DoMBECK. The information that I have indicates that a graz-
ing, timber, a watershed program dollars, have not been used to
fund the project. However, I believe all program areas, or most pro-
gram areas, are also part of the planning process that are adminis-
tered through our planning line items, and, what I am told, is that
the dollars used for the Columbia Basin Project, came from those
planning dollars.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. However, they were labeled, we have had
testimony from agency personnel in the Committee that moneys
were reallocated after the Congress had allocated them to a certain
project, and that is what the Committee wishes to see. Whether it’s
planning or what, I mean, there’s nothing but planning now. So
we’d like to see what moneys were moved from other projects, and
what is the total amount of money that has been expended for the
planning to date.

We'd also like to include in that the interagency teams in Wash-
ington, DC that, Chief, you described in your testimony. I'd like to
know how many people are working on the ICBEMP here in DC,
and how much of their time is spent on the ICBEMP.

Ms. Hahn described the requested funding increases for fiscal
year 1999 budget. I'd like to know what is the total cost of the fis-
cal year 1999 for the ICBEMP, and how does the breakdown by
agency and subject area occur?

I would also like to ask you why in the other projects, the Appa-
lachian project, which I think cost maybe $2 million, and some of
the other projects, have not—I mean, why is this one costing so
much? Now, the Southern Appalachian Project and, where—oh,
here we are—yes, the Southern Appalachian project, I think, is
about $1.9 million, and there are other projects involving the Dako-
tas and the Midwest. Why has so much money been expended on
this compared to the other projects?

So, I see my time is up, but if you could prepare an answer for
the Committee, I would appreciate it very much, and the Chair is
going to recognize Mr. Hill for further questioning.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And that will be the end of our questioning.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I would like to talk a little bit about the riparian standard. Is
it your view, Chief Dombeck, that the riparian area standards
should be universally applied throughout the region?

Mr. DOMBECK. I'm not personally familiar on a technical stand-
point from each and every standard, however, let me make a state-
ment and then ask Martha to correct me, as I understand, or
Susan, as I understand, that what the objective of the standard is
to achieve a particular condition, whether it’s water quality, re-
duced—prevent sedimentation—those kinds of things. And the ac-
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tivities within those areas, then would be governed basically by our
ability to do whatever it is that one might want to do in that area,
or not do, based upon that desired, that product we want, is that
correct?

Mr. HiLL. I'm talking about the buffer areas that are, the buffer
area standards, specifically. Do you believe that those should be
universally applied to the individual forests throughout the Interior
Columbia Basin, to all the area that is included in the study?

Mr. DOMBECK. I believe those buffers would vary, depending
upon the watersheds and the geology of those kinds of things.

Mr. HiLL. But those standards are set; that’s the point, is that
the proposed standards are already set. And so if you were going
to manage outside those standards, are you suggesting that we
could manage outside those standards, or are you saying that we
would not manage outside those standards?

Mr. DoMBECK. The standard does not preclude management.

Mr. HiLL. OK. There are some folks who, well, the EIS suggests
that, I think about 24 percent of the forest would be restricted
through the applications of the riparian standards. There are some
independent analyses that would indicate that it could be as much
as 40 to 80 percent in some areas. The question that I have is,
again going back to the maps that we made reference to, I would
appreciate it if you would prepare those maps using the standards
that are suggested in the proposed EIS.

But I guess the next question I have is that, if, in fact, those
standards would impact a greater area of the forest than the 24
percent that is recommended, is it your judgment that we should
go back then and do an additional analysis on the economic and so-
cial impacts, and as well as an effort to incorporate those particular
effects into the various alternatives proposed in the draft EIS?

Mr. DoMBECK. I would say that typically if there is a significant
change, for whatever reason, then that would be addressed at some
point, and let me ask the planning experts where that would occur.

Ms. GIANNETTINO. If we found through our internal review, or
through the public review that people are doing right now, we
would certainly make significant changes between draft and final.
But if we had inadequately predicted the application of those
standards, that would certainly be something that would have to
be corrected. But, I also would caution that the standards are spe-
cifically written to take into account a lot of local variability, so
that local managers have flexibility to deal with local cir-
cumstances.

Mr. HiLL. Substantially, these standards are—part of the objec-
tive here with this whole management plan is to try to gain more
predictability, would you say, with regard to particularly the con-
sult of process with the Fish and Wildlife Service with regard to
impacts on endangered species? Is that a fair characterization of
one of the objectives of doing an ecologically, ecology wide manage-
ment plan? Is that one of the outcomes that you anticipate?

Mr. DoOMBECK. Yes, I believe so, and let me say that the more
we can do upfront from the standpoint of consultation and our
interaction with regulatory agencies, essentially the easier our job
becomes, and I think we’ve learned a lot with our experiences with
the Northwest Forest Plan and our having reduced a significant
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backlog of consultations in that are by working up front in more
of a parallel process, rather than a serial process, and by this I
mean where the agency would propose a project, go through a sig-
nificant amount of analysis, and then consult with a regulatory
agency.

And we might have three or four outcomes as a result of that
consultation. One might be that, a typical one, well, maybe we have
to go back and get some more data, or maybe we have to modify
the project to mitigate some of the concerns, or maybe the project
is OK. And by having the regulatory agencies up front, as we have
in this case, that significantly streamlines that process.

Mr. HiLL. Would it be fair to say that substantially the standards
that are being recommended here are being driven by the regu-
latory agencies, rather than the land managers?

Ms. HAHN. No, the standards were developed jointly; we've all
sat in a room for many days and used the information that came
from the scientists as well as——

Mr. HiLL. The people I talked to in the field tell me that these
rigid standards are substantially being driven by the Fish and
Wildlife Service. Is that an accurate or inaccurate conclusion?

Ms. HAHN. They were developed jointly.

Mr. HiLL. Well, I understand they were developed jointly, but the
drive to adopt standards—is it your view that the land managers
that are out there on the land want to have these standards adopt-
ed, or is it your view that it’s more being driven by the regulatory
agencies?

Ms. HAHN. They were developed together and we, basically, put
that as a part of-

Mr. HiLL. That’s not a responsive answer——

Ms. HAHN. [continuing] projection.

Mr. HiLL. [continuing] to the question that I asked. I guess, per-
haps, I'm not going to get a responsive answer to it. I can tell you
that the people that I talk to out there in the field don’t believe
what you've just stated. At least they haven’t expressed it to me.
I think it’s extraordinarily unfortunate, Madam Chairman, is that
those people that are going to have to implement this management
plan aren’t here, and don’t have the freedom to be able to express
publicly what they all express privately with regard to the hazards
associated with moving forward with the proposed Record of Deci-
sion and the proposed alternative. It is not going to achieve the re-
sults that we are setting out to achieve, which is less gridlock and
better management, and a better environment, and a better ecol-
ogy. As a matter of fact, it will do the opposite, in my view, and
the view of the people that are going to have to implement it.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. And this really is a con-
clusion that I would like to ask Mr. Dombeck and Ms. Hahn, if you
could submit for the record, where, or even answer, where you are
with this Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, the Southern Appa-
lachian Assessment, the Great Lakes, the Ozarks, and Ouachita
Highlands Ecosystem Plan, and the Northern Great Plains. We'd
like to know moneys expended on those projects, what the
timelines are, who’s going to be the next ICBEMP, where will the
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focus of the administration be on developing a major plan, and any
additional ecosystem plan, if you could submit that to the record.

Mr. DoMBECK. We’d be happy to.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, and I want to thank
this panel very much for your time, and you are dismissed, but I
would appreciate your staying to listen to the rest of the testimony,
if you possibly can.

And with that, I would like to introduce the second panel. The
Committee welcomes Judge Dennis Reynolds from Grant County,
from the Grant County Court in Canyon City, Oregon; Mike
Poulson, chairman of the Environment and Natural Resources
Committee of the Washington Farm Bureau, from Connell, Wash-
ington; and Charlie Decker, from Libby, Montana.

I wonder, gentlemen, if you would rise and raise your right hand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

The Chair notes that, in spite of my request, the agency per-
sonnel did not remain. We will now change the method in which
fve will call agency personnel. We will now call agency personnel
ast.

We will proceed with the testimony. The Chair recognizes Judge
Dennis Reynolds.

STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS REYNOLDS, GRANT COUNTY
COURT, CANYON CITY, OREGON

Judge REYNOLDS. Madam Chairman, it’s with great pleasure that
I appear before you today on this Subcommittee on Forest and For-
est Health. I guess I'll deviate slightly from the previous style.

I want to admit that I am humbled by the environment that I
am seated in today. I'm only so pleased to be able to represent the
citizens of Grant County. My name is Dennis Reynolds, and I am
the Grant County judge, and I represent approximately 7,950 peo-
ple in an area 2,897,920 acres in size. Of that area, 64 percent of
it is federally managed and, unfortunately, that 7,950 people is 150
people less than it was in the last census.

In our area, the entire acreage falls within the ICBEMP plan-
ning area. Our principal industries are forestry, livestock, agricul-
tural, and recreation. I first need to explain from where I'm com-
ing. I describe myself as a forester by education, a sawmill man-
ager by experience, a contract logger by choice, and a county judge
by means of temporary insanity.

Unemployment in Grant County is another noteworthy element.
Currently, at 1997, Grant County finished with a whopping 12.5
percent unemployment, while the State of Oregon was at 5.3. Six
times in the year 1997 Grant County topped the highest rate of un-
employment in the State of Oregon. We currently have 3,300 jobs.
Our entire work force includes 3,300 jobs; 2,890 of those are jobs
associated with non-farm employment, while 410 are farm jobs.
Forty-one percent, or 1,200 of those jobs, are government jobs.
Grant County’s average annual pay in 1996 was $21,831. That’s 25
percent less than the national average of $28,945. Oregon’s, Grant
County’s is 19 percent less than Oregon’s average. Grant County,
Oregon has been identified by the Oregon Economic Development
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Division as the second most likely county to encounter economic
collapse in the years to come.

Let it be understood that Grant County shares common goals
with the Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties. Those goals in-
clude our desire for vital communities, clean water, clean air,
healthy forest lands, and a functional Federal County relationship.
However, we respectfully disagree on how to obtain these objec-
tives.

The ICBEMP, I should remind you, is dealing with representa-
tion of county associations, not representation from counties them-
selves. Grant County, be assured, has not delegated its representa-
tive authority to the EECC.

I should also like to have it recognized that counties are not
alike. Like ecosystems, they have different needs and different de-
sires. A plan that comes down with a multitude of objectives and
166 specific standards does not appropriately, and can’t begin to
appropriately, address the needs of communities. Nothing in this
plan is being done to address the high degree of non-resiliency.

The new social economic study talked about here today is not yet
in the hands of the counties; it was promised that we would receive
it this week. But it is my understanding after visitation with Judge
White in December 1997, that again, Grant County’s nine incor-
porated cities have risen to the top of the list. That only goes to
show that not all counties are the same.

The environments in which we exist are not all the same. The
question comes to mind, why is the planning process so involved
with the Endangered Species Act and the National Forest Manage-
ment Act of 1996, while it ignores the Sustained Yield Forest Man-
agement Act of 1944, that was established to provide even flow sus-
tained yield policy for timber harvest with focus on community sta-
bility? Federal county collaborative efforts—Grant County feels
that those collaborative efforts are in vain. Presidential roadless
area moratorium is one example; the Governor’s enactment of 26
timber sales—he endorsed 26; Governor Kitzhaber endorsed 26
timber sales, saying they were environmentally sound and should
proceed to sale. One of the first of those offered is one that’s now
in litigation.

Also, the Governor of Oregon has proposed the Oregon Plan, the
plan designed to prevent the listing of the coastal coho salmon.
Two weeks ago, the National Marine Fisheries Service stepped in
and demanded additional constraints that jeopardized private For-
est industry.

It’s been difficult to obtain information. First of all, the draft doc-
uments were denied to counties specifically. We were told maybe
the RACs would leak us a copy of information.

Forest reviews—I was able to obtain two forest reviews, the in-
ternal documents where the Forest Service looks at the ICBEMP
EIS document. One of the concluding comments of one of them on
the nice side of things, it said, “they have nice sideboards, good
fonts and colorful maps.”—much to say, they were not very com-
plimentary.

The maps that we’ve discussed here today, I also have brought
to your attention in my written documentation. I understand
they’ve been sequestered. At the time I obtained my copies, I was
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told not to share a copy with you for fear that the person respon-
sible for their formation would be drug in or expelled from the For-
est Service organization.

I question, also, the right, and under which law, that executive
sessions are held by counties, of the EECC in denying other coun-
ties’ participation in these executive sessions.

I'd also like to point out that they can’t answer the simple ques-
tions; the simple question: What does this plan do to Grant Coun-
ty? What effect will this plan have on Grant County?

There are a mirage of overlapping Federal laws. The Summit
Timber Sale is a classic example. On August 13 of 1996, over 571
days ago, 38,000 acres burned. In a 2-hour discussion held recently
with U.S. Forest Service, we discovered that the reason it’s still
being discussed is that an area equal to this blue square that I
hold up, compared to the surface area of an 8.5-by—11-inch piece
of paper, represents the riparian area, while we’re arguing whether
we leave 4 snags per acre or 6 snags per acre and the entire paper,
8.5-by-11 surface area, is nothing but snags. In this particular
summit sale, it is estimated that approximately $28,600,000 will be
lost to the American taxpayers, and an additional $8 million will
be lost in economic income to the citizens of Grant County.

So, in summary I would conclude, Grant County asks you to ask
the U.S. Forest Service in this planning process to codify the
science, peer review, and peer approve the science—and it’s impor-
tant to approve it because just peer-reviewing it isn’t the answer.
Place it in the hands of the forest supervisors and the BLM man-
agers, charge these individuals with compliance, provide a degree
of litigation insulation, and proceed with revising forest and district
plans. Don’t let the ICBEMP go to the Record of Decision.

I leave you with just one example of a movie: where Indiana
Jones was confronted with an individual who put on a fantastic
swordsmanship display, and he simply stared him in the eye,
pulled a pistol, and shot the person dead. This fantastic display,
after $40 million worth of work and effort, is simply going to come
to the end of the line where it will be litigated to the disadvantage
of communities like Grant County. Grant County’s people, and the
fragile nature of their existence, deserve better than the impending
ICBEMP will provide. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Judge Reynolds may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Judge.

And the Chair now recognizes Mike Poulson. Mr. Poulson is
chairman of the Environment and Natural Resources Committee of
the Washington Farm Bureau. Mr. Poulson?

STATEMENT OF MIKE POULSON, CHAIRMAN, ENVIRONMENT
AND NATURAL RESOURCE COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON FARM
BUREAU, CONNELL, WASHINGTON

Mr. PouLsoN. Madam Chairman and Committee, I thank you for
this opportunity, and, like Dennis, I am humbled to be able to rep-
resent the Washington State Farm Bureau in front of this body. I
am the chairman of the Environmental Committee of the Wash-
ington Farm Bureau, a committee that came into being largely be-
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cause of the interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
project.

Essentially it was the Eastside Ecosystem, I believe, when we
started. It was going to be an assessment. We took an interest in
it and thought that the goals that were there originally were
worthwhile goals. Our understanding that the original goals in-
volved developing a science-based plan that would reduce litigation
and empower local communities and create some certainty in the
ability to use resources. In addition to that, the plan, through a
science-based plan, was going to reduce the number of ESA list-
ings, or insulate against ESA listings.

As we look at what we have today, in contrast to the original
goals, our assessment says that this plan is not science-based, will
increase litigation, does nothing to empower local communities, and
along that line will increase the tribal authority across the entire
project area without requiring any responsibility of tribal members
to help in creating environmental protection.

In addition to that, we don’t believe that, in fact, the plan states
itself that it would have a small value in species liability, to a
small number of species. I think that you've probably heard these
things, and I think you’re going to hear them over again. I think
that you’re going to hear some of them from other panelists.

I want to spend just a little bit of time on what we consider to
be fundamental flaws in this project. There is an assumption that
we can transfer former resource industry communities into rec-
reational economies. And that may be true. We can, maybe, trans-
fer. We no doubt have some recreational economies that are ex-
panding in these areas. But what isn’t considered is the fact that
as human beings, we are not becoming less dependent on re-
sources, but more so, and when we make decisions to eliminate re-
source use in one area, that automatically makes a decision that
you're going to increase in another. It does not make a decision
that we are no longer going to use that resource or the products
that come from that resource. This isn’t the first time, but this is
a time in a large number of areas and it’s most obvious that we
are assuming that we can reduce resource use in this area, and
there’s been virtually no effort to look at the environmental con-
sequences in other areas because of transfer of that resource pro-
duction. That kind of a decision is environmentally and economi-
cally irresponsible.

Another area that we feel is a major, major issue, and a funda-
mental flaw of the discussion within this project, is in the regu-
latory system itself. We have, obviously, numerous laws over the
last 30 or 40 years that have been created to protect the environ-
ment, as well as agencies that have been the essence of business
growth, if you call that business growth. It’s the American system.
The problem is, when we out in the country look at management
of our environmental resources, there’s conflicts within these laws
and with these agencies, and when you look at why we’re not ad-
dressing bug kill, why we’re not addressing nauseous weed, and the
various issues that this project and the Chief of the Forest men-
tioned earlier, it’s not because those in the local community don’t
support doing that; it’s not because the local agencies don’t support
doing that; it’s because the conflicts of the laws and regulations
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and regulatory agencies that we have don’t allow us to do that, and
agencies spend all of their time responding to 32 Senate appeals
and doing environmental assessments.

We feel that this project is not repairable; that it’s not a question
of going through this EIS and deciding how you fix it. We do feel
that the original goals were worthy. We feel that the coalition of
counties is a worthy coalition, assuming that all counties are rep-
resented in that coalition. We feel that the management needs to
be brought back to the local area, for the same reason that we fi-
nally brought welfare reform, to take that responsibility back to
those who could best accept that responsibility.

We ask that this project be terminated, that Congress demand
that this project be terminated, but we also ask that Congress take
on this issue of examining the regulatory system we have built, the
set of regulations we have built in the name of environmental pro-
tection, that now may be the biggest obstacle to being able to man-
age ind protect our resources in a sustainable way. Thank you very
much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Poulson may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Poulson, and I ap-
preciate your testimony.

The Chair recognizes Charlie Decker. Mr. Decker is from Libby,
Montana, and I'd like to call on Mr. Hill to introduce Mr. Decker.

Mr. HiLL. Mr. Decker, thank you for being here today.

I would like to introduce Mr. Decker to our panel. He is a small
business owner, a private citizen, more importantly, or as impor-
tant, he’s a founder of the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, a con-
servation organization which has broad support within Montana.
He has served as a commissioner on the Montana Fish, Wildlife
and Parks. He brings a balanced view. I welcome Mr. Decker.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES DECKER, LIBBY, MONTANA

Mr. DECKER. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair, members of
the Committee. Good day.

My name is Charlie Decker. I live and work in Lincoln County,
Montana. I am here as a small business owner and resident. I am
not representing the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, although I
am a founder and board member. Neither am I representing Mon-
tana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, although I have been a commis-
sioner for 6 years, the past 6 years. I hope I represent common
sense. The people who have been writing the draft EIS on the
Upper Columbia Basin have more degrees than a thermometer.
You would figure with all that education and the time and money
spent, the draft EIS might make sense. It doesn’t. The way I un-
derstand it, it makes northwest Montana into an outdoor theme
park. It takes management decisions out of the hands of the people
closest to the land. It guarantees employment for environmental
lawyers and unemployment for local citizens. Worst of all, it hurts
the land.

I realize that what I am saying does not agree with the experts.
During my 6 years on the Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission, I
have, on occasion, tangled with professional biologists and other ex-
perts. Too many times, I have seen a study to support an agenda.
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The experts don’t seem to realize that I work, hunt, fish on the
lands of Lincoln County. I talk to loggers, hunters, fishermen, and
other folks on a daily basis. If we are losing the moose population
in the Yaak, I hear about it. If big rainbows are biting in the
Kootenai, it takes a few days longer, but for some reason, I still
hear about it.

I know we aren’t harvesting enough timber in Lincoln County.
We are growing 500 million board feet a year in the Kootenai Na-
tional Forest, and we are harvesting about 80 million feet. Some-
where around 300 million board feet just plain dies. I see it every
day. We are creating a huge tinderbox. A couple of lightning strikes
after a dry winter like we’ve had, and we will have thousands of
square miles of stumps and ashes. Now, I may be wrong, but a
burn does not provide much recreation or economic value. Eventu-
ally, the burn grows back. This is how the Upper Columbia Basin
has managed itself for the, since the last ice age—complete with
erosion and damage caused by major forest fires.

Using common sense, we can manage the forest, harvest the tim-
ber, avoid catastrophic waste. Sensible logging opens the forest
canopy, increases food supply for wildlife, and reduces the loss due
to fire and disease.

I am not here because harvesting a few more trees will make me
rich. You can ask my wife. After 40 years of hard work, we are just
about breaking even. I am here because most folks don’t have the
time or money to fight the bureaucracy behind the draft EIS. We
run the country on a Constitution you can fold and put in your
pocket. Instead of a thousand pages of a draft EIS, we need broad
principles that balance environmental concerns with local econo-
mies. Then, local managers need the power to make decisions. Most
important of all, we need to move beyond studying the situation.

If the U.S. Forest Service had existed in Jefferson’s day, we
would still be studying the Louisiana Purchase. If there are prob-
lems in the Upper Columbia Basin, let’s put them in plain English;
let the local people have their first round at solving them, rather
than have answers dictated by the bureaucracy and biased experts.
And let’s start managing our resources before they burn to the
ground. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Decker may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Decker.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Hill for the first round of questioning.

Mr. HiLL. Charlie, as I mentioned, you're a founder and board
member of Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation and have served on the
State Fish and Wildlife Agency. If the Interior Columbia Basin
Plan was implemented with the standards as proposed in alter-
native 4, would that increase elk habitat in Montana?

Mr. DECKER. No.

Mr. HiLr. How about habitat for other wildlife?

Mr. DECKER. No, I could cite an example, I believe, in my life-
time that I have witnessed that’s neat. Mid-1950’s, we had no
moose in our country. We had spruce dying off, and we went in and
cut some major, clear cut some major areas, and starting in the
mid-1950’s, we started to see moose. And as those clear-cuts, the
regrowth occurred, why, our moose did very well. In the last 5
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years, our moose are dropping like a rocket. They’re not doing well
at all, and it’s because, in my mind, and I think the biologists
agree, that it’s a lack of management out there. If you don’t log it,
you’re going to burn it. Logging is a good habitat tool for all wild-
life.

Mr. HiLL. We've got, as you may know, we've got huge fire-load
building up. I mean, it’s, this is at a catastrophic level, isn’t it?

Mr. DECKER. That’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. And, if those forests burn, is that going to have a fa-
vorable impact on habitat?

Mr. DECKER. Well, long-term, depending on how hot the fire
burns. If the fire burns hot enough, it will sterilize the soil. Burn
is a good—burning is a good tool, done in a controlled manner. But
the fuel-load that we have in our forests out there now—I've hap-
pened to fought forest fires, and you don’t fight them; you get out
of the way, until you kind of catch them somewhere. It’s a tough
deal, and our fuel-load is such that we probably won’t stop it until
it hits some natural, big barrier that’s open. The fuel-load is that
great.

Mr. HiLL. And if this preferred alternative is selected, in your
view, will that increase or decrease public access to the forest?

Mr. DECKER. Probably decrease.

Mr. HiLL. Go ahead. It proposes to further restrict roads, further
barricade roads, remove roads.

Mr. DECKER. Yes, I'm trying to think of another road they could
close. With a grizzly bear, you can’t hardly get anywhere now, but
I guess they could close a few more that run up to bottoms. But
we do have a significant number of closures already to meet stand-
ards that were put down because of the grizzly bear recovery in our
area.

Mr. HiLL. You've made note that it’s as though this plan con-
templates northwestern Montana becoming a theme park. I guess
I would suggest, that perhaps, that would be a theme park that no-
body could get to, because there would be no roads, no access to
the theme park. Would you agree with that?

Mr. DECKER. I would agree. It’s our economy that 90 percent re-
source-based. I don’t know what the rest of them are, but I know
what ours is.

Mr. HiLL. And the recreational base that’s there—I mean, the
recreational use of the forests up there is people who live there, go
hunting and fishing, and berry picking and camping and hiking,
and that’s it, isn’t it?

Mr. DECKER. Yes, I would say that’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. And, because of the grizzly bear, impacts of the grizzly
bear, a lot of that access has been already restricted, hasn’t it?

Mr. DECKER. Yes. It, I don’t know. It’s reduced by, I'm guessing,
I don’t know all those numbers, but I would say 70 percent would
be a fair assumption.

Mr. HiLL. And, so can you, can you tell me how in the world
we’'re going to replace those resource jobs with recreational jobs if
people can’t use the forest to recreate?

Mr. DECKER. We're not.

Mr. HiLL. Have you figured that out?
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Mr. DECKER. We're not. The one thing we are is survivors. We'll
make her.

Mr. HiLL. I would agree with that.

Going back to habitat, because I think that, you know, one of the
things driving this management plan is the sense that if we man-
age on a regional basis, we can improve habitat. And, certainly, I
think that there’s some sense to that. Do you see how the adoption
of these one-size-fits-all standards is going to allow for manage-
ment that’s going to improve wildlife habitat in the Kootenai Forest
up there?

Mr. DECKER. It can happen. There’s a domino effect no matter
what you do out there. You do something to help something, you
maybe hurt something else. In our area, it’s unique. The Columbia
Basin is a large area, but you've got all kinds of habitat types
through that whole region. You've got practically desert in Wash-
ington, to our high mountain timber type, and one size can’t fit all.
You've got to manage it in a smaller scenario, and you've got to
think about what the consequences, when you do one thing, what
the consequences are to another thing. You can’t do it in one, big
fell swoop.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you very much, Charlie. Thank you very much,
Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill.

I wanted to begin my questioning with the Judge. What kind of
restoration activities are needed in Grant County to really bring it
back to where the county is able to generate from the tax base, the
necessary taxes to support the necessary services?

Judge REYNOLDS. Madam Chairman, it’s a question oftentimes
asked by citizens within Grant County. The common suggestion
that everything is wrong, and the only answer is to restore, I think
is a common assumption by the ICBEMP process that’s not com-
monly shared by all those present. We too, like the gentlemen from
Montana, have growing deposits of heavy, woody material. You,
yourself, witnessed the summit fire and the destruction that it
caused on those 38,000 acres. We fully anticipate the continuance
of that until there aren’t any of those heavy, woody deposits.

The ICBEMP process does not offer us any resource management
or resource product production. When you invite them to tell us
what we can look forward to a sustainable yield, consistent with
the 1944 Act, they tell us that if restoration activities should occur
in your area, adjacent to your community, yes, you might benefit.
But, in fact, if they don’t occur next to your benefit, next to your
area, you may not benefit from them.

From a forester’s standpoint, I’'ve learned since graduating, that,
in my mind, forest management is nothing more than man’s at-
tempt to mimic mother nature to mankind’s benefit, and when you
apply that, you find that the only thing that’s necessarily deterio-
rating our forests around Grant County, is the lack of action, the
lack of doing anything, the lack of an ability to do anything on the
ground.

The timber sales that are being offered are being appealed and
litigated. Our timber companies that do still exist have less than
6 months’ total of volume under contract. We have virtually 125 di-
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rect employment, family wage jobs of our 3,300 jobs in jeopardy
right now.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, that’s startling. Can you tell me why
Grant County was excluded from the information provided to the
Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties?

Judge REYNOLDS. That’s the question I was looking for an an-
swer to. Recognizing that the document was going to be awesome,
and I think we underestimated that as it has progressed, our inter-
ests were to become involved because we have so little time as
county managers. We don’t have large staffs. If you want some-
thing done in Grant County, you have to do it yourself. And, so we
attempted to get our hands on documents as early as possible, so
that we could try to stay attuned to it.

And, I believe it was in July 1996, the first draft document was
released to the RACs, and also the EECC. I contacted the Associa-
tion of Oregon Counties and invited a copy of that for our review,
and was told, no, they had signed an agreement with the Federal
Government and they could not release that document.

Upon further pushing, the individual then advised me that I
might appropriately approach the RAC; they might “leak” a copy
to the counties. This troubled me, because I understood that coun-
ties individually were FACA-free and had the right to work with
their Federal Government on issues of resource management, and
I couldn’t understand how delegates of an association, to whom
Wl;)ilch we may or may not have belonged, could represent us at the
table.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wonder about that, too, and, I thank you
very much for your statement for the record.

I wanted to ask Mike Poulson, you mention problems with the
laws and the regulations, and that they will, in practice, prevent
environmental protection. Can you elaborate on this?

Mr. PouLsON. I believe that if you go back with 30-year or 35-
or 40-year history that we have of today’s modern environmental
movement, and look at the laws that we have created, and examine
how that they, how they work together, I think that you are going
to find that that is the case.

And T will take the endangered species as an example. Endan-
gered species is obviously a law that’s supposed to protect specific
species. In addressing that law, you don’t look at the best interests
of human beings, or any other species. Now, how can that fit into
what is called ecosystem management?

And TI'll give you a very simple explanation that I was given of
ecosystem management from a wildlife biologist in Canada. He
said, “if you want to understand what ecosystem management
would be, imagine a lake, where it is raining, on an otherwise calm
lake. Each of those drops is a species, and the ripples that those
drops make are how the species interact with each other.”

Obviously, this is a very complex mathematical equation to
achieve what we’re now trying to call achievable in ecosystem man-
agement. But, if, in fact, in the process, you have to give special
recognition to ignoring other species, obviously you can’t come to
that kind of an equilibrium. I don’t believe that in this document
that they do. But, if you look at the Clean Water Act and the Clean
Air Act, those are also laws that operate independently with almost
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whole agencies to carry them independently at, while ignoring, you
know, other interests.

I think that we have to go back and look at the overall mecha-
nism of laws that we have made, as well as the agencies that, in
my opinion, tend to operate not only independently, but antagonis-
tically to each other. This document didn’t address that. I think
that’s a large portion of where our problem is. Until Congress is
willing to go back and accept that challenge, I don’t think that any
plan is going to be functional or workable.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Poulson, can you tell me what impact
ICBEMP will have in farming in the Columbia Basin?

Mr. PouLsoN. How it will affect farming in the Columbia Basin.
T'll give you an example of—and there are several areas where this
plan is being implemented as we speak, has been, being imple-
mented for the last, nearly a year. When questioned were asked
about that, there was some defensiveness after the first round of
questions, and some originally admitting that they were imple-
menting this plan. Then they went back and said, “No, we can’t im-
plement this plan because it’s in the draft stage. We are imple-
menting the science documents from this plan.”

But, as far as how it will affect private property in the Columbia
Basin, one of the areas where this plan is being used for watershed
management is in Okanogan County, Washington, on what is
called, “salmon creek recovery,” where there have not been salmon
for 80 years, and they would like to have salmon back, 84 percent,
I believe, and that’s close, of the watershed is on Federal land, but
the water that comes out of that watershed does two things. It
forms a lake, which is the foundation of a little town called
Concanelli, which is a reservoir lake that feeds an irrigation dis-
trict, that is clear outside of the watershed, or at least at the bot-
tom of the watershed, but, I believe, clear outside of the watershed.
That’s where the economic impact is going to come in anything that
influences that water in that reservoir, or that lake, and how that
water is used on private property. And that’s a very, very simple
connection. The Columbia Basin, potentially, has the same connec-
tion. What I have told people when they ask me about this, as long
as you don’t use water and are not located in a watershed, this
plan will not affect you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Poulson, Mr. Decker, and Judge, I wonder
if examples could be provided by any one of the three of you, or
all of you, with regards to the implementation of the plan, ahead
of the filing of the Record of Decision. If you could provide the
Committee with examples, I would appreciate it very much.

Judge REYNOLDS. Will do.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Hill, do you have further questions?

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Judge Reynolds, I took great interest in reading your testimony
of your experience with regard to the maps, with regard to how the
application, I think, of riparian areas would impact management of
the forests. We were able to obtain a similar map on one of our for-
ests, but when we asked for maps on the other forests, once they
gauged the impact of it on the public, on the release of the first
set of maps, they didn’t want to make them available anymore.
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I guess that you're a judge, and I'd just ask you that in your
courtroom, if people suppress evidence, how do lawyers get treated
when they suppress evidence?

Judge REYNOLDS. Well, first of all, I have to clarify the fact that
“judge” in Grant County is synonymous with a chairman of the
board of county commissioners.

Mr. HiLL. Oh, I see, I'm sorry.

Judge REYNOLDS. So, recognizing that I'm only a judge for pro-
bate issues, that’s not necessarily pertinent in my case.

Mr. HiLL. OK. Well, thank you.

With regard to the maps, in essence, the maps that we saw, as
they evolved, basically meant that the area that would be man-
aged, diminished, and diminished, until there was hardly any area
that was going to be aggressively managed 15 and 20 years out. Is
that the experience that you had with the maps?

Judge REYNOLDS. That’s correct.

Mr. HiLL. I guess I would ask you, has there been any assess-
ment of how, if that management plan is implemented, how that
would impact over that period of time the economy of your county?

Judge REYNOLDS. The plan has failed, pitifully, to provide an an-
swer to that question, and that’s the common question that Grant
County citizens are asking: How will it materially impact us?

Mr. HiLL. And, having not read the plan with my eye on your
particular region, is it similar to our area, and that is, is that the
plan contemplates this massive expansion of recreational use of the
land? Is that—I mean, the plan in general suggests that we’re
going to make up this loss of revenue and loss of income to our
communities by increasing recreational use of the land?

Judge REYNOLDS. Yes, I think that’s a valid assumption.

Mr. HiLL. And has anybody identified what kind of recreational
use that would be for your county?

Judge REYNOLDS. Only the vague terms that you heard testified
earlier this morning in diverse, remote recreational opportunities.
I think that we’re going to find quickly that those efforts run a
straddle of the 401, and also the 303(d) listings. I think we’re going
to have to have a permitting process in place that I don’t think
they’re fully anticipating at this time.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you very much, Judge. Thank you very much,
Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill.

Gentlemen, I want to thank you for your testimony, and for com-
ing so far. Your time is valuable, but your testimony has been very
valuable for the record, and I want to personally thank you very
much.

Judge?

Judge REYNOLDS. Yes, ma’am. I, again, would like to thank you,
and the Committee for your invitation, but there was a couple of
things I'd hoped had come out in the questioning that didn’t, and
I would just like to state that Grant County doesn’t see that the
plan is going to reduce litigation; it doesn’t see that there is any
resource offering, there’s no way to tell whether or not there’s going
to be a resource offering in Grant County; and that it also lends
itself to circular logic, in that we were told in the beginning the
reason we do this process is to prevent the lawsuits that we've
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found ourselves historically in. So, we set standards, we make it
rigid, we make a more rigid plan, we implement that, and then as
communities, we ask why, where’s the flexibility? And they say, oh,
it’s built into the model. I argue this: If we had flexibility after the
plan, are we going to be therefore accused that we are making deci-
sions inconsistent with the overall directive, the same as we were
before the planning process went in place?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. Judge, I do want to let
you know that we will be submitting questions to you for the
record.

Judge REYNOLDS. OK.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And that the record will remain open for you
to supplement your testimony, and we probably will be sending you
copies of the hearing transcript, also.

So, I want to thank you very, very much for being here, and if
you wish to supplement your testimony, like I say, the record will
remain open for 10 days. Thank you.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are dismissed.

The Chair now recognizes the third panel, one that I am very
happy to introduce personally. Tom Haislip, senior project manager
of CH2M HILL in Boise, Idaho; Aaron Harp, Cooperative Extension
rural sociologist, University of Idaho, Agriculture, Economics, and
World Sociology, in Moscow, Idaho; and Neil Rimbey, extension
range economist, University of Idaho, Caldwell Research and Ex-
tension in Caldwell, Idaho.

Gentlemen, I'm so tickled that you’re here. So with that, Mr.
Haislip, I'd like to recognize you for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF TOM HAISLIP, SENIOR PROJECT MANAGER,
CH2M HILL, BOISE, IDAHO

Mr. Haisvuip. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Again, I'm Tom
Haislip, and I'm a senior project manager for CH2M HILL, which
is an international environmental consulting and engineering com-
pany.

I lead a team of scientists and planners who have been studying
the Interior Columbia Basin project since it’s inception. As you can
see on the boards that I've presented to you, we have been involved
in this project for over 4 years now. We’ve been monitoring the sci-
entific assessment that was developed, as well as the DEIS’s, or
draft environmental impact statements. And, we have reviewed the
two DEIS’s that have come out last summer, and we have sub-
mitted our comments to the project. Let me tell you just a few
things about what we have found as a result of our review.

First area of great concern for us, is the riparian conservation
areas that were mentioned earlier, and one of the biggest concerns
we have is the size of the area that they cover.

Let me draw your attention to the board over here on the other
side. This is a picture of a hillside that I took last summer. It’s
from a place in central Idaho, up near a town of Grandgene. This
is somewhat of a typical hillside, nothing special about it. We took
that hillside, though, and tried to show what the riparian conserva-
tion areas would look like around that hill, and in this particular
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case, the hillsides are fairly steep slopes, intermittent streams, in
a dry forest.

If you go to the DEIS and you take a look at what that means,
it means that these riparian conservation areas will be 400 feet on
each side of that stream. If you take a look at what that actually
does, then you've got this fairly wide area there, fairly wide area
there, and this one over here, and the area then, of this hillside,
that’s not covered, are these little strips along the ridge tops. In
this particular case, 80 percent of that hillside is covered by a ri-
parian conservation area.

You know, my concern here is that, while I think we do need to
protect our riparian areas, we need to not protect them to death.
And a big concern is that the management of those areas is se-
verely limited, in terms of the kinds of things that you can do
there. These areas are just as subject to forest fires as any other
area is. And our concern is that, ultimately, these may burn.

Also, I note in some of my other testimony, that we project that
probably 40 to 60 percent of the area is going to be covered by ri-
parian conservation areas, depending on where you go, and it could
get higher in some places. I won’t talk much about the impacts to
communities, because I know these gentlemen will be doing so, as
well, but, basically, I think you've heard the story that commu-
nities really are not addressed in the DEIS, and, quite frankly,
communities were not considered, in my opinion, part of the alter-
natives. They were part of the impacts.

The other item I'd like to talk to you about is ecological integrity,
and the ecological integrity—this is a measure of forest health that
the project tried to address—tended to focus on rare species, or spe-
cies that are on the edges of their ranges, or species that are in
some sort of trouble. And, so, by looking at that narrow a band of
species, you don’t get a very good perspective on what the whole
ecosystem looks like. You get somewhat of a biased view. We think
that’s a real problem.

We also found that they used surrogates to try to project what
health of the environment was, and, so, they used things like road
density to equate to aquatic conservation—excuse me—aquatic
health. And, there’s some real problems in trying to translate from
road density to the health of an aquatic ecosystem. There are a
couple of cases where you can see some impacts, but, quite frankly,
you can’t generalize across this broad a scale to say one equals the
other. They also don’t recognize the fact that roads are not roads,
are not roads, because the best management practices that are
being developed by State programs are significantly improving the
way we build roads. And, so what happened in the past is not nec-
essarily a reflection of what’s going to go on in the future.

In terms of the plan itself, we find that the plan is, as you've
heard, is very, very heavy on standards, somewhere between 150
and 200 of them in each one of these DEIS’s. When we first started
watching this project, the pledge was that we were going to be light
on standards and heavy on guidelines. Well, what’s happened is ex-
actly the opposite. Now we’re very, very heavy on standards and
very light on guidelines. We think that’s an inappropriate thing to
do for a lot of reasons, but at a basinwide level we think it’s par-



45

ticularly inappropriate, and it constrains what goes on at the local
level in terms of implementation.

I’'d also, then, like to comment a little bit about the rates of res-
toration, which is another area that we’ve got a concern about. The
DEISs talk about levels of activity, but they do not talk about the
rates of restoration and how this is going to get accomplished. I've
got a figure here that shows what our projections of what the rates
of restoration might be over time, and what you find here is that,
even in the most aggressive alternatives, such as alternative 4, it’s
going to be 70 years before we get to a fully restored condition. We
just find that unacceptable. That’s way too long a period of time
out there. We think that a much more aggressive program needs
to be done. Consequently, none of the alternatives are going to
meet one of the important purposes and needs, and that is to re-
store the health of our forests.

We also note that there are lots of studies that are going to be
required before any kind of action has occurred, such as the
subbasin reviews and the watershed studies that are going to be
required, and then NEPA for any kind of a project. So we've got
lots and lots of studies yet to do. They tell us those are going to
only take weeks to months to do; we think months to years is prob-
ably a better assessment.

We also have the issue of multiple agencies, the regulatory agen-
cies who are part of this process. We think that’s going to bog this
thing down, because they’re going to need consensus. We just don’t
have a lot of hope that that’s what’s going to happen.

Finally, I guess I'd comment about the recommendations that we
have. We sat back and said, gee, where’s this project go from here,
given a lot of its flaws? And I guess we have three options. One
of those would be to take away the standard and redo this as a
supplemental DEIS, make it more like a regional guide, which is
documents that already exist. Then they could go on to a final.

Another option is to not to do that, go into much more detail, fix
this EIS, which it desperately needs, get down to a lot more detail
than it’s got in it right now, and make another supplemental DEIS
and go to an FEIS. Then, finally, to stop where theyre at right
now, use the material that’s been provided—and there’s some pret-
ty good stuff out there, particularly in the scientific assessment—
use that to go do the forest plans, which are now upon us. Four
years ago, when this project started, we had some timeframe. Now
we don’t have any timeframe left. The forest plans are going to
need amending immediately.

My personal feeling is the one option that shouldn’t be followed,
and that is to try to fix this DEIS and go to an FEIS. I think we
need to take a look some place else.

That concludes my testimony. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Haislip may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Haislip, that was very well done, and 1
just wonder, the handout that you gave the Committee, we don’t
have a copy of the picture of the ridgetops and the riparian zones.

Mr. Haisuip. You're right, but I'd be very happy to provide that
to you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Would you?
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Mr. HAtsLIP. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I'd appreciate that.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]
Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Harp?

STATEMENT OF AARON HARP, COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
RURAL SOCIOLOGIST, UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO, AGRI-
CULTURE, ECONOMICS AND RURAL SOCIOLOGY, MOSCOW,
IDAHO

Dr. HARP. I’d like to thank the Committee for the opportunity to
speak today. I have a bit of a cold, so for both your sake and mine,
I'm going to try to keep this short.

I would like to begin by commenting that this draft EIS rep-
resents an unprecedented social impact assessment attempt on the
part of the agencies. I would say that it far exceeds their normal
effort in that area. And for that, they should be commended.

I would also provide a caveat that, having said that, no one bene-
fits from doing a bad job at that particular effort. So my main ques-
tions today will deal specifically with the social impact assessment
and our core conclusions about its validity. I'll try to not get into
too much of the economics and leave that to my colleague.

My primary concern, as a professional sociologist, is the fact that
EIS completely ignores the community issues of stratification.
When they talk about the future of the communities in the Basin,
they seem to have an unquestioned reliance on recreation as the
chosen or the most valuable future for these communities. In my
professional opinion, that ignores the impact of recreation econo-
mies on things like living wages, the ability to have futures for
your children that are economically viable, and the ability of com-
munities to live in a way that is not stratified, where you have the
very rich, the very poor, and an extremely high property tax base.

So to be more specific about that, I'm going to talk a little bit
about the issue of community resiliency, which kind of forms the
core of the social impact assessment that was done. This particular
choice of concepts actually has virtually no sociological content that
I can find. A perfect example would be one of the four dimensions
used to define resiliency is the presence of amenities in the commu-
nity or near the community. I can’t find any professional literature
that would obviously link that to any known social process. In-
stead, I think that represents a value judgment on the part of the
investigators that that was something that any community who
had amenities would, therefore, be more socially resilient, because
they could then capitalize on those for their economic gain.

To make matters worse, the individuals who carried out the so-
cial assessment took a random sample of approximately half the
communities in the Basin with populations under 10,000. Then
they went to those particular communities and they interviewed
anywhere from three to nine individuals—I believe the average was
seven—in each community. They then took that small basis, treat-
ed it as if it was a statistically valid sample, pooled all of those
communities, and then did the statistics that resulted in the resil-
iency analysis.

That begs two questions. The first is: Why are any given chosen
group of three to nine people representative of a community, (a)?
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And, (b), what validity do you ascribe to putting all of those people
together, as if they all came from the same pool of individuals?
That, to me, is the stake in the heart of the social assessment in
the Interior Columbia Basin. It essentially provides an empirically
and conceptually invalid basis for looking at the alleged resiliency
of a given community.

And, finally, I'd like to point out that there is an unfortunately
normative tone to the social impact assessment, particularly the
scientific documents that back up the work in the Draft EIS. That
tone essentially takes a few forms. The first is that everybody in
these communities is sufficiently resilient to take everything that’s
thrown at them. I would necessarily disagree, as we heard on the
previous panel, “We’re tough and we can probably take anything.”
The social impact assessment did say as much, that the very exist-
ence of some communities in extremely difficult economic and so-
cial circumstances speaks to their resiliency. However, that does
not extent to taking the agencies off the hook for figuring out what
the social impacts might be, resilient or unresilient.

Further, the assumption that recreation takes over economies in
these rural communities, to me, strikes me as poor public policy.
I think that it is incumbent on him to look at all of the possible
economic alternatives from all the possible resources at our dis-
posal. We owe it to our rural communities to realize that jobs are
important, no matter what they are, but they also come in a vari-
ety of qualities and a variety of impacts on individuals, and they
will have different impacts on the social structure or social organi-
zation of any given community.

So, in conclusion, my professional assessment is that, particu-
larly the resiliency work, but the social stuff in general that is in
the EIS should probably be stricken. I don’t believe that it’s empiri-
cally valid or conceptually acceptable. That would be my sugges-
tion.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Harp, thank you very much for that excel-
lent testimony.

The Chair now recognizes Dr. Rimbey.

STATEMENT OF NEIL RIMBEY, EXTENSION RANGE ECONO-
MIST, UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO, CALDWELL RESEARCH AND
EXTENSION, CALDWELL, IDAHO

Dr. RiMBEY. Thank you, Congressman. Again, it’s a pleasure to
be here. Like the previous panels, I would imagine it’s a humbling
experience for this economist from rural Idaho.

Estimating the benefits and costs of alternative management
strategies for an area this expansive and extensive is a monu-
mental undertaking and presents some major problems, but——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Rimbey, I wonder if you might halt the
testimony. I don’t want the time clock to go.

I want to recognize Mr. Nethercutt, George Nethercutt, from
Washington, who will be joining us here at the panel, and will also
be joining us in questioning.

We're on our final panel, Mr. Nethercutt, and we have two econo-
mists from the University of Idaho and Tom Haislip, who just gave
testimony. He works for CH2M HILL.

Sorry to interrupt you. Please resume your testimony.
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Dr. RIMBEY. No problem.

In our review—and I guess I should explain our review. We were
requested by the Governor of the State of Idaho to work with a
panel of individuals to help formulate Idaho’s response to this
project. The scope of the alternatives, the length of the planning
horizon of 50 years, and the geographic area to be covered poten-
tially expose the Draft EIS to many criticisms. We believe that
there are four major critical issues relating to the economic assess-
ment that need to be raised and addressed in this review.

First, the evaluation of long-term benefits and costs is somewhat
biased due to the heavy reliance on nonmarket measures of eco-
nomic benefit.

Second, there’s no provision for including estimates of costs, ei-
ther market or nonmarket, agency or private, direct or indirect, in
the analysis.

Third, the tabulation of benefits includes no estimate of when
they will accrue to society during the 50-year planning horizon, nor
are they discounted to present-value terms.

And the fourth major term, the Draft EIS makes significant, and
we believe erroneous, assumptions about how community econo-
mies function.

Let me attempt to address each of those, time permitting. The
nonmarket benefits is an interesting one. The values that are used
in the Draft EIS are based upon contingent valuation methods.
Contingent valuation is a well-established procedure in the eco-
nomics field. The problems come from a couple of different perspec-
tives. First and foremost, the values that were used to come up
with these market-value market-basket values for the acreages
were derived from published reports from Utah, and then a na-
tional study conducted out of Colorado, I believe. I'm not going to
quibble with the dollar values, but I think it’s important to give
you some perspective of how much those contribute to those mar-
ket-baskets.

For example, roadless existence values account for 47 percent of
the total 1995 value of the market-basket for BLM- and Forest
Service-administered lands in the Basin. By comparison, timber ac-
counts for 11.5 percent of the total.

Those values are based on some pretty critical assumptions. They
were implied, as I said, from that national study and the study in
Utah. It’s uncertain whether these values are within the realm of
possibility for the Basin. We have not done—nor am I aware of de-
mand studies that have been done in Idaho, Oregon, and the rest
of the Basin to validate those values.

Second, there may be some very substantial differences between
stated and actual willingness to pay figures. A recent study by
Loomis and some other folks stated that hypothetical and actual
v;lillingness to pay, there may be some substantial differences
there.

Another study that was done in Colorado found that the process
will not work for valuing or attempting to value public land forage.

I mentioned briefly the budgetary cost aspects. One of the ref-
erences in the supporting material of the EIS stated that it is im-
possible to estimate its budgetary cost. Lack of discounting and
presentation of benefit flows over time—what they have done is es-
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sentially summed the benefits over time without any aspect of
when they may accrue to society. This is a pretty difficult state-
ment to make and to overcome in the analysis. Just a strict sum-
mation is going to give you a very faulty view.

Community economics—the major points there are that jobs are
not jobs. Jobs probably should be converted to some full-time-equiv-
alent basis, adjusted for wage rates, some of those types of things,
to show that, for example, increases in recreation have this kind
of impact.

And with that, I would close and stand for questioning.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Harp and Dr. Rimbey may be
found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Dr. Rimbey, very much for your
excellent testimony.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Hill.

Mr. HiLL. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Haislip, first, let me compliment you on the quality of the
material that you've provided the Committee. It’s extraordinarily
helpful to me and helped me understand even better some of the
issues here.

One of the things that you point out—and I don’t know if you
were here when I questioned the Forest Chief about this, but is it
your view that the social and economic considerations have to be
integrated into the alternatives, or can we just, as they have, try
to address the impacts of those alternatives on—the social and eco-
nomic impacts on the community?

Mr. HaisLip. We believed, from day one on this project, that peo-
ple should have been part of the alternatives, and were led to be-
lieve that that’s what was going to happen, and we watched as
those alternatives evolved. Our first reaction was, what about the
people? And so my sense here continues to be that people are not
part of the action that are described in the alternatives; they are
an impacted entity, rather than made part of it.

Mr. HiLL. And if you look at the supplemental work that was re-
leased, I guess, last week, in February, with regard to social and
economic impacts, does that change your view any?

Mr. Hatsuip. I'm sorry, we haven’t had a chance to look at that
material.

Mr. HiLr. Well, my view is that it doesn’t, but I'll be curious of
what your view will be when you’re done with that.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HiLL. In your judgment, does the science and the data that
has been collected with regard to the environmental aspect of this,
does it require the adoption of these standards in this process? I
mean, is that a logical conclusion, in your judgment?

Mr. Harsuip. I think that science is a basis on which you make
judgments. In this case, creating standards is somebody’s decision
about how he’s going to manage. So I don’t think that there is any
overpowering reason why you have to have standards out of this.
The issue of standards is, to me, more of a policy issue, whether
you’re going to use them here or you're going to use them in the
forest plan level. We think it’s appropriate at the forest plan level
to have standards, but standards that are adopted to the local con-
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ditions. To do it on a Basin-wide basis, I don’t think there’s any-
thing in the data that would say you have to use standards.

Mr. HiLL. In the material you suggested that you, in fact, chal-
lenged the legality of the whole process on the basis of whether or
not the DEIS addresses the consequences of adoption of those
standards, because it clearly doesn’t; at least it doesn’t from my
perspective. Would you comment on that?

Mr. Haisuip. Well, I guess I agree that it doesn’t seem to have
much of an impact analysis on what the standards are really going
to be, and I think part of it has to do with their ability to truly
expand or to truly access impact on a Basin-wide level what a
standard would be. Part of it has to do with problems that I see
in here, where they are misassessing the areas that are impacted,
the size of the area that’s being impacted, but I don’t think they
made much of an effort, quite frankly, to truly do much of that im-
pact analysis.

I guess I'm not an attorney. So I don’t know how far I want to
go in terms of the legality of that. We did have some attorneys that
helped us take a look at some of that material, and there may be
some issues in law that I'm unfamiliar with that would say you
can’t really do that legally. I believe that to probably be true.

Mr. HiLL. You make note that the plan at this point concentrates
on a few endangered, primarily endangered species, almost to the
exclusion of everything else or all other species. And I don’t know
whether this is a fair question to ask you, but one of the things
that I've asked, and I've asked individual forest supervisors this
question, is: What’s the impact going to be on wildlife such as elk,
deer, moose, as a consequence of this? Is this management plan
compatible with increasing, improving habitat for those kinds of
game animals or not? Or, to your knowledge, does this even make
any kind of effort to evaluate the science?

Mr. Haisuip. Unfortunately, we can’t tell from the DEIS what
the impacts are going to be to the more common species, because
they’re not really addressed.

Mr. HiLL. Yet, this whole plan suggests that recreation is going
to be the future economy of this area, and today I would suggest
that hunting and fishing are two of the primary activities that
occur on these public lands, both from the standpoint of outfitters
bringing people in, but also the recreation of the people who reside
in those areas. Am I wrong? Did the fact that they were deficient
in evaluating the impact on the thing that generates the greatest
in these lands now, that there’s some inconsistency there?

Mr. HarsLIP. I think you're right.

Mr. HiLL. Well, thank you very much. I really, again, appreciate
the work that you’ve done here, and I certainly want to agree with
you; I think that Congress has got to act on this because I really
believe that this is a step in the wrong direction. If this goes to a
Record of Decision and these standards are adopted, I think it will
cause more conflict. I think it will provide less environmental pro-
tection, less habitat. It will damage our economies. It will upset the
communities that we have, change the character of the whole re-
gion. So I appreciate your comments. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hill. Mr. Nethercutt?
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Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I'm very grate-
ful to you for allowing me to join this panel. I'm not a member of
the Committee, but I'm delighted to have a chance to listen and ap-
preciate your leadership on this whole issue of ecosystem manage-
ment.

Gentlemen, welcome also. I'm sorry not to have been able to hear
all of your testimony. I haven’t had a chance to read it yet, but I
want to recite to you and the Committee that, just about an hour
ago or so, I was in a hearing with Secretary Babbitt on the Interior
Appropriations Subcommittee, and the Secretary was there seeking
funding assistance for his agencies for the next fiscal year. And my
questions to him related to the Interior Columbia Basin and the
ecosystem management project. He made a statement early on, be-
fore I got there, but it was related to me, that he was concerned
that the Draft EISs had been met with such unacceptance, such
concern by a lot of sectors in the Northwest, but yet he also felt
that this would be a way to solve the litigation problems that have
existed relative to timber sales, and so forth.

And he also made a statement that said, words to this effect:
that we can never have a full understanding of ecosystems. And I
couldn’t agree more with his comments about not having an under-
standing of ecosystems. I think that the word itself has now be-
come artful language that allows government policy to take any
form that it may want in the name of ecosystem management.

So I'm especially grateful for your comments and your testimony,
and the fact that you've raised some concerns in general about, and
in specific about, this project.

My question to you, each of you—and if you've answered it al-
ready, forgive me for asking it—but I'm on the Appropriations
Committee, as I said to you. We look at the funding under the Inte-
rior Appropriations for this project and others. I've in the past been
dismayed by the amount of money that’s been spent and the
amount of money that I expect will be spent if there is any imple-
mentation as the agency seemed to want this project to be imple-
mented. So my question to you is: What advice do you have for me,
as a member of the Appropriations Committee, relative to this
project? What do you think we should do with it on the funding
side‘)and in any other fashion? What would be your recommenda-
tion?

Dr. HarP. Speaking solely to the social and economic assessment,
to try to stay at least marginally within my area of expertise, I had
mentioned earlier that, particularly as a sociologist, I think the
project should be ceased.

I would agree with Mr. Haislip that perhaps turning the infor-
mation gathered, which is an enormous quantity of information,
over to the local area managers and allowing them to use it in
making local decisions seems like a reasonable cutting of the
losses. To go forward to a Record of Decision and perhaps imple-
mentation, with the way the social and economic work was done,
strikes me as irresponsible.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Anybody else care to comment?

Mr. HaisLip. Yes, I'll comment on that. I guess you may not want
to hear what I say here, but while I have problems with the
project, I do believe in the goals of the project, and I think it start-
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ed out in the right direction, and we were strong supporters of this
project for the last three-and-a-half years. It was toward the end
that we got disillusioned with it, quite frankly. But I think they're
kind of on target.

One of the things that I think this figure over here shows you
is that we’re not even going to get where we want to go with the
kind of budgets that we’re talking about. So I think there’s a couple
of things that need to be done. One, we need to get a realistic esti-
mate of what it’s really going to take to restore our forests in a rea-
sonable amount of time, and 70 years is not a reasonable amount
of time. Maybe our grandkids, our great-grandkids are going to be
able to see that, but I'm not satisfied with that. So I think we'’re
going to have to spend a lot of money on restoration. That’s item
No. 1.

Item No. 2, I think we’d better find some ways, which the docu-
ments don’t show, how we can do that in an economical fashion.
One of the things that I'm concerned about is the document doesn’t
talk about use of private sector timber interests, for example, or
others that could actually make a living out of doing this restora-
tion. It doesn’t seem to be part of the plan, and I think it needs
to be part of the plan.

So we need to find out what the real price tag is going to be, and
then we’d better be ready to pay for it, because if we don’t, we're
going to spend it all on fighting forest fires instead of on restoring
lands.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Comments, sir?

Dr. RIMBEY. Do you want me to respond or are we out of time?
My crystal ball in terms of the basic assumption that we will mini-
mize litigation is pretty hazy, but I think it’s a pretty heroic as-
sumption, given the way that our society has progressed.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you, Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Nethercutt, we can return for another
round of questioning, if you so wish.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Sure. Great.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Harp, you indicated that there may be
some ability of communities to convert to a recreation-based econ-
omy rather than resource-based, but how can we reconcile that
with the new roadless area moratorium?

Dr. HARP. In my experience, in impact assessments, when there’s
an engineering type of thing or there’s something tangible, it’s easy
to say, easier to say, what an impact would be, and perhaps, if nec-
essary, mitigate. With social impacts, it’s much more difficult.

In my experience with communities in Idaho, one of the primary
forms of impact has been a reduction—in their minds, they see a
reduction in access to public lands near their communities long be-
fore the Interior Columbia Project came along. So they view that,
they view the public land as integrated into their social lives, and
so as access decreases, they don’t view recreation as a business;
they view it as part of their lives. So I think that would be an al-
most intangible, but fairly concrete—it’s kind of obviously a ten-
sion. If you can’t get up into the forest to do your own personal
recreation, that would be a social impact. If when coupled with not
being able to get up into the forest to do your business as recre-
ation, that would be what I would consider to be a double-wham-
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my. So I'm not clear what type of recreation is compatible with ac-
cess reduced to on-foot, backpacking types of recreation.

As Dr. Rimbey mentioned, jobs are not jobs, and in recreation
sectors, how people spend money differs greatly across the type of
recreational activity, and traditionally, where you spend it is the
$64 question. If you fill up your backpack at home and drive 100
miles to a community, go up to the trailhead, backpack, come out,
and go home, that community may have a lot of recreation going
on around it, but the economic impact would be very limited. I
think that is one of the things that was very much overlooked in
this economic and social impact here, is the where, how much
money, and if you can’t get the kinds of recreation that do leave
money in communities, like outfitted recreation, because of access
issues, then recreation offers you very little as a rural community.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Harp, I also want to probe a little bit on
the very human, personal, social aspects of the impacts of plans
such ICBEMP. We have known or made the assumptions for quite
some time that it’s not easy to retrain loggers, and it’s not easy to
retrain people who choose to live in smaller communities. That’s
their choice for a lifestyle.

In your studies, have you delved into the actual social/psycho-
logical impact that this may have on individuals and families?

Dr. HARP. A little bit. One of the terms that I didn’t use earlier,
because I try to be non-jargon, if possible, but in the legal lit-
erature there’s a term in takings literature called “demoralization
costs.” I think that has quite a bit of currency as a social term, and
essentially, it boils down to feeling demoralized when someone
else’s property is taken, for fear that you might be next or that it
presents a pattern of diminution of some socially acceptable good.
I think that’s essentially a good metaphor for a lot of the impacts
on individuals and families in these areas.

Luckily for a lot of folks in Idaho, Idaho’s rural communities,
they have a reasonable mix of things that they do. And so if you
can’t log over here—for example, when I worked in Bonner’s Ferry,
quite a few of the loggers up there had been precluded from the
woods there, but they were working over in northeastern Wash-
ington or over in western Montana, but still living in Bonner’s
Ferry. So they got kind of a reasonable compromise, if you will, in
terms of their lifestyle.

But when it goes away completely, it does lead to quite a bit of
very low building up of issues that are a lot of times very hard on
families, particularly when you lose a breadwinner, and then
there’s nothing; you end up with families holding three, four, or
five jobs, all of them fairly low pay. That produces quite a bit of
stress. In communities, they have a tendency to have a fracturing
of their identity, and that also is fairly well-documented, particu-
larly in timber communities.

And with regard to the Interior Columbia effort, I think one of
the things that goes in hand with what I've just been discussing
is the way that humans are dealt with in this EIS. In my reading,
they’re dealt with as a source of disturbance, an awful lot like fire
or a landslide or anything else. They’re something to be managed
as opposed to something that’s integrated into the process through
which decisions about their own communities are being made. 1
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found that kind of sad. It produces a discourse where the scientists
and the professionals are the ones doing all the talking, and these
folks living in these rural communities essentially are treated as a
board foot or an AUM or something else to be managed. I think
when you live in those communities and you see that from your
professional land agencies, I would consider that demoralizing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Very interesting.

Mr. Nethercutt?

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you, Chairman.

A couple of quick, followup questions, gentlemen: Would you say
that the public comment period and the structure of the study, and
the other procedural operations of the project, have resulted in
enough public comment? Do you follow my question? In other
words, has it provided a maximum opportunity for the public to
comment and for the public to understand the consequences of this
study and the Draft Environmental Impact Statements? Mr.
Haislip, I heard you say that you had faith in the beginnings of
this effort, but you lost some confidence—if I'm not paraphrasing
improperly—that you lost confidence a little bit as the project
moved on.

Did the availability and the communication with the public and
the need to have public comment enter into that conclusion that
you have reached?

Mr. HA1sLIP. Actually, I would compliment the project on that as-
pect of it. I think they did a fine job of getting lots of input, From
day one, they’ve been very open and willing to talk, lots of public
meetings. The Draft EIS now, gosh, it’s been 9 months, or it’s going
to be 9 months or 10 months since the thing was out on the street.
So I've got to say they’ve provided plenty of opportunity for people
to comment. It’s a good thing they did because it’s a complex
project and hard to understand, but I can’t fault them for any of
that.

I have to say that they didn’t always listen to what we were tell-
ing them during the period of time, but certainly they listened.
They didn’t act on it, but they listened.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. What do you think is the reason for their not
acting on what they heard, if you care to speculate?

Mr. HAisLIP. I can’t speculate. It’s individual kinds of things. Ei-
ther they disagreed with us or they chose not to, or they had their
minds made up when they started and they were just smiling and
listening. It’s hard to know for sure.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. How about the other gentlemen, any comment?

Dr. HARP. I would agree with Mr. Haislip that the quantity of
the solicitation of public input matches the complexity of the
project. Those Draft EISs are long, detailed documents, and if you
have to delve into the scientific documentation behind it, it’s quite
an undertaking, and I think they've been very generous with the
opportunities to comment on it.

Dr. RiMBEY. I would agree also. I was inhibited at first to try to
wade through the stack of material, but I think the comment pe-
riod has been sufficiently long, with the extensions that have been
granted, in anticipation of the new release last week, some of those
types of things. You know, if most people are like me, they get a
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deadline, and then right at the last minute they try to work
through it.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I understand. Do any of you perceive a bias or
a preconception about what the final product would be in the agen-
cies, you know, the project participants? Have you sensed that they
had their minds made up? Mr. Haislip, do you have any evidence
of t};at or any sense that that has been their attitude along the
way’

Mr. HAisLIP. I guess I kind of have always felt that to be the
case, largely because we weren’t getting very much response, but
I couldn’t prove it to you. But that’s been my sense all along, is
that they knew what they wanted to do.

I think, quite frankly, that that might have gotten stronger as
time goes on. It’s typical, when you study something, when you
start into it, you're pretty open-minded; as you start forming opin-
ions about it, they become more and more sedentary in your mind
or harder and harder for you to move off of dead center. So early
on, they probably were pretty open, but I don’t think they got—
they didn’t stay that way, would be my guess.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Did either of the other witnesses detect any
bias along the way?

Dr. HARP. I think, in general, there were a few in the social and
economic stuff, but I think theyre fairly standard, I guess. I
wouldn’t say that they were specifically ginned-up for the Interior
Columbia effort.

And I would also agree with Mr. Haislip that, as you get down
to any one detailed part of the chosen alternative, for example, it
probably jelled over time. So as you do get down to public com-
ment, it looks like it’s kind of case-hardened. So it’s very difficult
to assess that.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. On the socio-economic side of all this, it ap-
pears to me, in looking at it, that there is greater value placed on
the recreational use of the natural resources and less on the com-
mercial use. Secretary Babbitt said today, well, we’re going to have
an acceptable level of resource use in the forest. Perhaps I have a
bias, but I don’t sense that. I think there’s an intention to redirect
the use of our natural resources away from the multiple-use con-
cept that we’ve had over the years, and an attempt at sort of di-
recting people away from any kind of commercial use of the forest,
instead of maintaining that which we’ve had over the years.

Would you agree or disagree?

Dr. RiMBEY. I think in some cases you're right. It’s difficult for
me to say from the Draft EIS and some of the figures there, but,
you know, just the magnitude of, for example, the amenity values
versus commodity values would lead one to say, yes, that has po-
tential of coming.

Dr. HaRP. I would agree there’s some kind of quirky things in the
Draft EIS that would lead me to believe that the recreation judg-
ment is kind of shot through the social and economic analysis. And
looking at the new information that was released last week relative
to what’s in the draft, the tact taken on recreation is about an 180-
degree turn. It goes from asserting that “X” percentage of jobs in
each of these labor market areas is associated with recreation, with
no reference as to how you created that number, and it flips over
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to, we can’t now evaluate recreation on an individual sector. I
agree, it’s very difficult to assess it, but the different kind of how
you would draw policy conclusions, depending on which of those do
you show, theyre very drastically different courses of action. If you
do have 70 percent of your jobs represented by recreation, well,
your policy choices are substantially different if you can’t get a
handle on it.

So I find on the social side kind of this quicksand approach that
just boils down to, yes, I think there’s a definite normative value
judgment that communities ought to move to a recreation base, and
that was the basis partially for my criticism of the whole under-
taking. I think that’s a value judgment, and I'm not sure it’s borne
out with empirical support.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you very much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Nethercutt.

I wonder if we might bring the chart back that shows the effects
of riparian zoning.

Mr. HAisLIp. Incidentally, I'd be happy to leave that here for you,
if you’d like to have it.

Mfls. CHENOWETH. I'd be happy if you would. Thank you very
much.

Now, assuming that the only thing left in these areas are the two
narrow bands between the white lines here, the only areas that are
not within the riparian conservation areas in the landscape con-
text, it looks to me like in that landscape context there’s about 5
to 10—no, no, no—20 percent of the land base that may be avail-
able for multiple use. Is that correct?

Mr. Haisuip. That’s correct, if you could get to it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. If you can access it?

Mr. HAISLIP. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Dr. Harp and Dr. Rimbey, have you had the opportunity to view
Mr. Haislip’s work? Have you had the opportunity to view this
mapping?

Dr. HARP. No, not me.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Rimbey?

Dr. RiMBEY. Nor 1.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you feel that it would substantially change
your testimony at all, since you have here at the hearing had the
chance to review it?

Dr. HARP. I probably would have added that it would be now
even more incumbent to look at. Give me an impact assessment of
outcomes such as this, the social—I mean, there are no judgments
about the social impacts in any of the proposed alternatives, and
a detailed examination like this, getting back to the issue of access,
kind of demands an assessment of how it would impact social orga-
nization of the community that’s used to using those watersheds for
things that perhaps now are precluded.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Dr. Rimbey, do you have anything to add?

Dr. RIMBEY. Well, a similar sort of thing in terms of the econom-
ics. You know, if there is a reduction in land base, there may be
a reduction in production that comes off of that, whether it be
AI{iMs or whatever, and that can be translated readily into dollars
and cents.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wanted to ask you also, Dr. Rimbey, have
you had the opportunity to review the project’s new economic and
social analysis, the new one?

Dr. RiMBEY. I did a pretty cursory review yesterday on the plane
out here. It isn’t detailed.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Does it raise or address any of the concerns
that you have raised here?

Dr. RiMBEY. I think it moves more toward the community. The
initial Draft EIS had one paragraph in there related to essentially
that the impacts are going to be felt by these small, resource-de-
pendent, rural communities, whereas the larger regional economies
can adjust. They have the diversity within their economy to adjust
to impacts of changes in public land policy. This moves in that di-
rection. However, it’s still not to the point where it is quantifiable
of this is a benefit or this is a cost to a specific community.

I still have problems with pluses and minuses being construed to
be costs or benefits, and those are prevalent in this new draft.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Could you also indicate for the record what is
wrong with the use of contingency values in the economic assess-
ments?

Dr. RIMBEY. The contingent value stuff I covered a little bit ear-
lier, but I think the big thing is, when they create these market-
baskets of value from the public lands, there’s a whole bunch of ap-
ples and oranges that are going into it, and to allocate resources
from that base, I think you’re on pretty weak ground, particularly
when there has been no ground-truthing of the values used to de-
rive those market values in terms of the amenity values within the
Basin.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, gentlemen, I want to thank you very
much for your testimony.

I do want to say, for the record, I appreciate the individuals who
remained in the hearing room from the agencies, and particularly
Ms. Giannettino, if you could review the map here—I know that
you haven’t had access to it, nor could you see it from where you're
seated, but if you could review it and maybe coordinate with Mr.
Haislip with regard to the visualization of what the riparian defini-
tion does, I would appreciate that very much.

And then with regard to the work that Mr. Haislip has submitted
here, if you could submit a comment for the record with regard to
whether you, as project manager, feel that this comports with the
definition of riparian areas?

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So, with that, I do want to say that this ends
our hearing—and Mr. Nethercutt?

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Madam Chairman, may I just interrupt and
ask, if I may, for the record, since I missed the first two panels,
I have a couple of questions I would want to submit to one or two
of the witnesses. If the chairman wouldn’t mind, I might submit
those and then ask that they be responded to in writing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I do want to say that the hearing record will
remain open for 10 days, and we will be submitting more questions
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not only from the Committee, but also from Mr. Nethercutt. So we
would appreciate your prompt response to the questions, because
certainly the committee Mr. Nethercutt serves on will be using the
information that has been gathered here.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And so if there is no further business, the
chairman again thanks you, Mr. Nethercutt, and the other mem-
bers who joined us in the Subcommittee, and I thank the wit-
nesses. You've come a long way. It’s been a long hearing, and I ap-
preciate your time.

This Subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:30 p.m., the Subcommittee adjourned subject to
the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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STATEMENT OF MARTHA HAHN, CHAIR, EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE, INTERIOR
CoLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT ProJECT (ICBEMP)

Madam Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I appreciate this opportunity to update the Subcommittee on the status of the In-
terior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (Project). I am Martha Hahn,
Idaho State Director for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Today, I appear
before you in my capacity as chair of the Interagency Executive Steering Committee
which oversees the Project.

My comments today stress the importance of the on-the-ground activities that
would be conducted under the Project, such as more aggressive weed treatment and
stand density management. I will begin by addressing cost and funding issues.

The ICBEMP is a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based management strategy
for federally-managed lands within the east side of the Columbia Basin. By the end
of fiscal year 1998, the Project will have spent a total of approximately $40 million
to research and produce the Scientific Assessments, released in September 1996 and
May 1997, and the draft Environmental Impact Statements (EIS’s) for the Eastside
of Oregon and Washington and for the Upper Columbia River Basin in Idaho and
portions of Montana, Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada, which were released in May
1997.

In fiscal year 1998, the BLM and the Forest Service expect to spend about $5.7
million on Project planning activities related to the draft EIS’s. These activities in-
clude holding public meetings, briefing State and local governments and Tribal offi-
cials, and analyzing public comments on the draft EIS’s.

Following the public comment period on the draft EIS’s, which at its close will
have spanned nearly one year, the Project team will complete its analysis of all pub-
lic comments and prepare the final EIS and a Record of Decision (ROD). Public com-
ments may result in changes to the EIS, including changes in the Preferred Alter-
native. Previous funding estimates likewise may change. As the Final EIS and ROD
are developed, the agencies will reassess implementation funding needs and will for-
ward these to the Congress.

Whatever the final decision on the ROD, we will implement it to restore long-term
ecological integrity to the federally-managed lands in the Project area. We expect
implementation costs may first be incurred in fiscal year 1999, with full implemen-
tation expected in fiscal year 2000. In the fiscal year 1999 budget request, the BLM
is seeking an increase of $6.8 million for project implementation; the Fish and Wild-
life Service, an additional $1.5 million; and the Forest Service, an increase of $10
million. This additional funding would be used to restore lands in the basin to
healthy conditions by combating invasive weeds, improving fish and wildlife habitat,
and restoring riparian areas.

The Project’s aim is to minimize potential risks that were projected by the Sci-
entific Assessment. These would include: the continued decline of salmon and many
other species toward endangerment; an increasing threat of wildfires (endangering
human life and dwellings); insect pest population growth; declining rangeland pro-
ductivity; and non-native weed invasions (threatening both native plants and graz-
ing livestock health.)

Project funding will be used to reduce the risk of fire, insect infestation and dis-
ease, and improve aquatic and wildlife ecosystem health by thinning dense forest
stands, completing prescribed burns, initiating integrated weed management and re-
storing riparian areas. Some of the funding will be used to complete prerequisite
work that must precede on the ground restoration, including sub-basin reviews and
ecosystem analyses at the watershed scale that will help to identify priorities and
provide the context for making decisions at the local level.

Additionally, we will address backlog work that has been known for some time,
such as treating weed infestations, reducing high fuel buildup, and improving poor
riparian conditions.

Let me turn now to discuss public involvement, which has been a cornerstone of
the Project. Throughout the planning process, the Project team has emphasized col-
laboration with stakeholders in order to facilitate the evaluation of new information
about socioeconomic and environmental conditions. It’s taking more time than we
had originally estimated, but we believe the additional time required to include all
interested parties in our process is a worthwhile investment. At the end, everyone
has ownership.

Since the beginning of the public comment period in May 1997, Executive Steer-
ing Committee members and Project staff have participated in over 30 public meet-
ings across the basin. More meetings are scheduled to occur before the close of the
comment period. Last July, we produced a satellite teleconference which was broad-
cast to 56 sites in the region—over 700 citizens participated. In addition, we have
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met with representatives from State and local governments, Tribal officials, over 26
businesses, conservation and civic groups, federally sanctioned advisory groups, and
local citizens. The Project team has a mailing list of over 8,000 individuals and orga-
nizations. It sends out a newsletter and maintains an Internet home page
(www.icbhemp.gov) where the public can find Project documents.

In part to address issues raised as a result of this extensive public involvement,
the Project team released last week a report, Economic and Social Conditions of
Communities. As you may recall, when the Draft EIS’s were released last May, the
Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties (EECC) expressed concerns about the po-
tential social and economic effects on small rural communities due to changes in
Federal land management resulting from the Project. On April 21, 1997, Judge Dale
White, chairman of the EECC, and I jointly released a letter which stated in part:
“... the Regional Executives and the EECC have agreed to work together between
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, particularly on the sections
related to social and economic effects.” Several months later, in Section 323 (b) of
the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 1998
(Public Law 105-83), the Congress directed the Project to: “analyze the economic and
social conditions, and culture and customs, of the communities at the subbasin level
within the Project area and the impacts the alternatives in the draft EIS’s will have
on those communities.”

Our goal was to produce a report that would meet Congressional direction and
allow the public to have “a reasonable period of time” prior to the close of the com-
ment period in which to review and comment on this Report and the Draft EIS’s.
The comment period has been extended until May 6, 1998, to give the public such
time.

The socio-economic report expands upon information in the two Draft EIS’s, and
provides additional data on economic and social conditions of communities in the
Project area. It discusses potential impacts of the management alternatives pre-
sented in the Draft EIS’s on communities specializing in industries, such as agri-
culture, wood-products manufacturing, and mining, for which standardized industry
category data were available. Economic impacts associated with industries that do
not collect standardized economic data, such as recreation, and non-resource related
industries that locate in the region because of resource-related amenities, such as
high-tech firms, are not fully addressed in this report.

In conclusion, we must manage public lands to provide for sustainable populations
of plant and animal species on behalf of present and future generations of Ameri-
cans and we must create a sustainable flow of goods and services that can support
our local communities over the long-term. The members of the Executive Steering
Committee are committed to achieving these goals through the Project. We ask for
your support.

b This concludes my statement and I will be glad to answer any questions you may
ave.

STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS REYNOLDS, GRANT COUNTY, OREGON

Thank you, Chairwoman Chenoweth for inviting me to testify before this over-
sight hearing. I am humbled by my surroundings and the stature of your Com-
mittee. My name is Dennis Reynolds, Grant County Oregon, Judge. My county is
entirely included within the planning boundaries of the Interior Columbia Basin
Project. I have monitored the project since I was first elected in 1995.

I was not always an elected official. I often say: “I am a Forester by Education;
Sawmill Manager by Experience; A Contract Logger by Choice; and a County Judge
by means of Temporary Insanity.”

I will share with you the status of the ICBEMP from the eyes of an elected official
of an impacted county. Grant County is specifically asking that the peer reviewed
and peer approved science assembled in the ICBEMP process be codified and made
available to all National Forests and BLM districts to be incorporated in each of
their respective plans. We are asking that the ICBEMP not proceed to a Record of
Decision.

Nothing within this testimony should be construed to imply that Grant County
wants anything less than vital communities, clean water, clean air, healthy Federal
lands, and a functional Federal/County relationship. While we agree with the
Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties on these wants we respectfully disagree
on how to obtain them.

I speak to you today as an elected official of Grant county, representing 7,950 resi-
dents residing on 2,897,920 acres of land of which 64 percent is publicly managed.
Our principal industries include Forestry, Livestock, Agriculture, Hunting, and
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Recreation. Grant County was created in 1864 and contains the headwaters of the
John Day River, which has more miles of Wild and Scenic designation than any
other river in the United States.

Grant County also is known for its exceptionally high rate of unemployment. An
article titled “Grant County’s jobless rate highest in state.” The Oregonian on Feb-
ruary 17, 1998 reported Grant County finished 1997 with an unemployment rate of
12.5 percent. Its jobless rate was the worst in Oregon while the seasonally adjusted
unemployment rate in Oregon stood at 5.3 percent in December. “Six times during
1997 the Eastern Oregon county’s unemployment picture is the worst in the state.”

Grant County’s average annual pay per job in 1996 was $21,831 while Oregon’s
was $27,031 and the United States was $28,945. (Oregon Employment Department
1998 Regional Economic Profile Region 13, pg 40)

Grant County’s economy has been identified by the Oregon Economic Develop-
ment Division as the second most likely county to suffer economic collapse in future
years.

My county Assessor reports real estate prices are booming in Oregon. They sure
aren’t in Grant County.

I am convinced Federal laws provide a place at the land use management table
for local government involvement and joint planning. I am not convinced the intent
of the law is served when the Federal agencies plan with delegates designated by
an association of counties to which our county may or may not belong. The Eastside
Ecosystem Coalition of Counties represents the state associations of counties of
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana.

Grant County has not delegated planning or representation authority to either the
Association of Oregon Counties or the Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties.

Counties are distinctively different. For every variable you can list there is little
chance another county is exactly the same. Because we are different our needs are
not the same.

A major concern we have for the implementation of the ICBEMP relates to these
differences. Like ecosystems our counties have specific subsistence needs. The
ICBEMP attempts to address all of these specific ecosystem needs and county needs
with the same “one size fits all” Objectives and 166 Standards. These Standards we
fear will not provide the flexibility local managers will need to accommodate the in-
dividual needs of our county.

Grant County identified this issue early in the process. Other counties agreed and
became more concerned. Thankfully, Congress responded and invited additional
socio-economical analysis. Near the end of January 1998 a member of the Associa-
tion of Oregon Counties and a second member of the Oregon delegation to the EECC
explained they had previewed the additional analysis and reported additional
matrixing had reviled, as we had professed, there were “low resiliency” and “low,
low resiliency” counties. Again I was orally assured all nine incorporated cities in
Grant County had risen to the top of the list of the lease resilient communities.

As of March 4, 1998 I have yet to see a copy of the new socio-economical analysis
document. It was to be released in mid February.

All of the extensive and 40 million plus dollar planning done thus far for the
ICBEMP and the economic team leader Mr. Nick Reynahas been unable answer the
question foremost in the minds of Grant County citizens. What does all of this mean
specifically to Grant County? On two occasions I asked the question. In response
if was told if our communities happen to be close enough to an area where restora-
tion activities might occur, they might receive a benefit, if they were not close to
an area where the restoration activity occurred then they more than likely would
not benefit. Page 4-181 of the DEIS concentrates restoration within the wildland/
urban interface. The wildland/urban interface is generally highly resilient. Restora-
tion activity needs to be directed toward areas of least economic resiliency.

Nothing within the DEIS is specifically clear on how the lowest resiliency commu-
nities will be addressed, now that they have been further quantified and delineated.

Why are the ICBEMP planners not equally concerned with how they are com-
plying with the Sustained Yield Forest Management Act of 1944 which established
the even-flow sustained yield policy for timber harvest with a focus on community
stability (emphasis added) as they appear to be with complying with the Endan-
gered Species Act and National Forest Management Act of 19767

Grant County has been skeptical of the Federal/county collaborative relationship
from the onset of the ICBEMP. On January 22, 1998 the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture’s Chief of the Forest Service, Mike Dombeck proposed to halt all road con-
struction in roadless areas on National Forests. A definite violation of trust by the
absence of collaboration. On February 10, 1998 he held a private meeting with coun-
ty commissioners John Howard and Pat Wortman and Association of Oregon Coun-
ties staff and apologized for proceeding with the proposal without first having in-
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volved the counties in the basin. He termed it a serious mistake. (EECC 24th Report
2/18/98) On February 13th in LaGrande USFS Chief Dombeck by phone apologized
again to attendees of an open forum assembled by Oregon Governor Kitzhaber. Yet
the proposal continues with little to no respect given the betrayed counties.

Grant County had been told this collaborative technique was the only way to go,
for so long, it was difficult for us not to say we told you so.

Grant County continues to fear and predict that in spite of all the planning efforts
exhausted on the ICBEMP, if it goes to a Record of Decision, it will be appealed
and subsequently litigated. The planning process will simply consolidate and stop
all proposed activities on 144 million acres in one litigation.

On February 13, 1998 Oregon’s Governor Kitzhaber invited all counties to em-
brace the notion of collaborative consultation. At the same time a member of his
forest health task force reported that with the aid of the task force Governor
Kitzhaber had identified 26 USFS timber sales that he felt should continue in the
sale process to harvest. The Badger timber sale on the Malheur National forest was
one of those 26 sales. Even with the intensive scientific review and considerable
scrutiny and site visit by the Governor’s task force and subsequent endorsement by
the Governor of the State of Oregon the sale is now in litigation. Its award is uncer-
tain much to the discouragement of the citizens of Grant County.

Frivolous litigation must be legislatively stopped. The situation can not be re-
solved until the weakest link in the chain, which is now an inevitable litigation at
the end of any planning process, is removed. In the words of an elderly forester
friend of mine, “When the tail starts to wag the dog, it’s time to cut the tail off.”

Management decision makers must be legislatively empowered to make decisions
consistent with their professional expertise and required to utilize codified, peer re-
viewed and peer approved science. These managers deserve a degree of litigative in-
sulation if they have applied the science consistently.

In another valiant and respectable effort Governor Kitzhaber pushed to comple-
tion The Oregon Plan, a Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative designed to avoid the
listing of the coastal coho salmon runs. The plan was put in place in spite of much
local opposition. It received the endorsement of the National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice. Last week less than a year into the plan that was in the making since October
of 1995, the National Marine Fisheries Service unilaterally decided to mandate ad-
ditional restrictions on harvest of private timber administered by Oregon State For-
estry. A substantial amount of private timber harvest appears now in jeopardy. So
extreme are the proposed restrictions some industry representatives are indicating
some lands will be totally lost to management.

Can we trust these Federal/County collaborative efforts? Grant County thinks not.
The only hope for these efforts is to bring the decisions home to the situations and
apply codified science with participation from local planners, both Federal and coun-
ty and local stakeholders.

Grant County is concerned about the degree of secrecy surrounding the ICBEMP.

The first draft of the ICBEMP was dated July 12, 1996. I asked the Oregon Asso-
ciation of Counties for a copy. They indicated the EECC had signed an agreement
not to share any of the information with the outside. My contact indicated I might
get my local Regional Advisory Council to “leak” a copy to me. After much effort
I received a draft copy labeled “(for FACA-Exempt Agency Review Only)” on Decem-
ber 31, 1996 from the USFS. I am of the opinion counties are FACA exempt.

If counties are FACA exempt, what authority did EECC members have to conduct
executive meetings and deny other impacted county participation? To the extent my
personal knowledge can relay executive meetings were held on October 7, 1997 at
Walla Walla, February 12, 1998 in Boise, Idaho, and February 13, 1998 in
LaGrande, Oregon.

I attempted to obtain copies of forest reviews of the draft EIS. I obtained copies
of comments from the Wallowa-Whitman and Umatilla National Forests. Each re-
view was comprehensive raising serious questions and providing suggestions. One
review when responding to the positive stuff reiterated “Nice Sidebars, good fonts,
Colorful maps.” The reviews were not particularly supportive of the draft EIS. Sud-
denly availability of review documents similar to these became unavailable from any
other forests.

Computer GIS systems were seen as a visual management tool. I obtained a set
of three draft computer overlay maps that attempted to pictorially project the im-
pact effect of Alternative 4 implementation. The first map displayed the manage-
ment intensity in 1987 according to the Forest and Land Management Plan of that
year. The second map displayed the 1996 timber management opportunities after
implementation of all applicable laws and direction. The third map displays the po-
tential ecosystem restoration intensity preliminary as of August 20, 1997. In each
case the higher degree of intensity is displayed by a darker color. The no manage-
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ment areas are white. All ranges of management between are a lighter shade of the
darker color. It is vividly obvious that as you progress from 1987 to 1997 the map
becomes very light with a great deal of white visible. The other major difference is
the buffer strips becoming white and wider. These areas take on the appearance of
veins in leaves. The legends change from intensity of management in the first two
maps to intensity of timber based restoration in the last map. It’s my understanding
these maps have been sequestered. If so; why are the authors of the ICBEMP afraid
of this information becoming common knowledge in the area of impact?

Current management decisions continue to be plagued by conflicting and overlap-
ping Federal laws and regulations. ICBEMP does nothing to reduce the overlap but
compounds the problem with an additional 166 Standards. A case in point is the
Summit fire salvage sale on the Malheur National forest. On August 13, 1996 a
lightning storm started what was to become the Summit Fire. It was eventually con-
trolled at 37,961 acres on September 16, 1996. The Long Creek district of the
Malheur National Forest contained 28,286 acres or 75 percent of the burned over
area. The district immediately began an Environmental Impact Statement to ana-
lyze recovery alternatives. A draft EIS was published in April of 1977. A Final EIS
with Record of Decision was published September 1997. Two appeals were filed on
the last day to file appeals, one by the Tribes and one by a coalition of 10 environ-
mental groups. The forest supervisor announced his intent to withdraw his decision
on December 12, 1997 and formally withdrew the decision on January 8, 1998.

In a recent meeting with the forest service the forest service team members dis-
cussed with the crowd the pros and cons of how many standing dead trees to leave
to meet Management Indicator Species constraints. The area in question was about
7 percent of the proposed activity area which was about 11,000 acres, which was
about 29 percent of the total area burned. Therefore, if you allow the surface area
of this page to represent the 37,961 acres burned the square at the top of this page
represents the proportionate size of the area in question. What covers the remainder
of this page? More standing dead trees. This makes no sense to the rational think-
ing person. In the meantime we are days down the road from the death of the trees.
They have deteriorated in value to the American taxpayers approximately
$13,000,000 in value and continue to decline in value until about the end of the year
when they are likely to be of no sale value to the American taxpayers. At that time
the American taxpayers will have lost an additional $15,600,000 including an esti-
mated $1,600,000 in sale analysis. The laws then require the American taxpayers
to fund the reforestation project to the tune of numerous more millions of dollars.
While all this transpires the stream continues to run chocolate brown. Salmon
spawning beds continue to silt. The county will have lost a little more than
$8,000,000 of family wage payroll not including the in county turn over benefit. I
ask you, who wins 1in this scenario? If only the American taxpayers knew what was
being wasted!

From Grant County’s perspective, given the above information, the ICBEMP
should not proceed to a Record of Decision.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES DECKER, PRESIDENT, CRD TIMBER & LOGGING, LIBBY,
MONTANA

Good Morning. My name is Charlie Decker and I live and work in Lincoln County,
Montana. I am here as a small business owner and resident. I am not representing
the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation although I am a founder and board member.
Neither am I representing Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks although I have been
a commissioner for the past six years.

I hope I represent common sense. The people who have been writing the draft EIS
on the Upper Columbia River Basin have more degrees than a thermometer. You
would figure with all that education and the time and money spent, the draft EIS
might make sense. It doesn’t. The way I understand it, it makes Northwestern Mon-
tana into an outdoor theme park. It takes management decisions out of the hands
of the people closest to the land It guarantees employment for environmental law-
yers and unemployment for local citizens. Worst of all, it hurts the land.

I realize that what I am saying doesn’t agree with the “experts.” During my six
years on the Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission, I have on occasion. tangled with
professional biologists and other experts. Too many times, I have seen a study to
support an agenda.

The experts don’t seem to realize that I work, hunt and fish on the lands of Lin-
coln County. I talk to loggers, hunters, fishermen and other folks on a daily basis.
If we are losing moose population in the Yaak, I hear about it. If big rainbows are
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biting in the Kootenai, it takes a few days longer for some reason, but I hear about
it.

I know we aren’t harvesting enough timber in Lincoln County. We are growing
500 million board feet a year in the Kootenai National Forest and we are only har-
vesting 80 million board feet. Somewhere around 300 million board feet just plain
dies. I see it every day. We are creating a huge tinderbox. A couple of lightning
strikes after a dry winter like this and we will have thousands of square miles of
stumps and ashes.

Now, I may be wrong, but a burn area does not provide much recreation or eco-
nomic value. Eventually, the burn grows back. This is how the Upper Columbia
River basin has managed itself since the last ice age—complete with the erosion and
damage caused by major forest fires.

Using common sense, we can manage the forest, harvest the timber and avoid cat-
astrophic waste. Sensible logging opens the forest canopy, increases the food supply
for wildlife and reduces the loss due to fire and disease.

I am not here because harvesting a few more logs will make me rich. You can
ask my wife. After forty years of hard work we are just about breaking even. I am
here because most folks don’t have the time or money to fight the bureaucracy be-
hind the draft EIS.

We run the county on a constitution you can fold and put in you pocket. Instead
of the thousand pages of draft EIS, we need broad principles that balance environ-
mental concerns with local economies. Then, local managers need the power to make
decisions.

Most important of all, we need to move beyond “studying” the situation. If the
U.S. Forest Service had existed in Jefferson’s day, we would still be studying the
Louisiana Purchase. If there are problems in the Upper Columbia River Basin, let’s
put them in plain English. Let the local people have the first run at solving them,
rather than have “answers” dictated by bureaucracy and biased experts. And let’s
start managing our resources before they burn to the ground.
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STATEMENT OF
MIKE DOMBECK
CHIEF, USDA FOREST SERVICE

Before the Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
of the
Committee on Resources
United States House of Representatives

Conceming the
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

March 10, 1998

MADAM CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE:

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. |
am very pleased to be sharing this panel with Martha Hahn who is the Chair of the Executive Steering
Committee for the Project.

I believe that the Project is the best management available to create a common vision for the long term
management of the Interior Columbia Basin. I believe that the Project is a wise investment in the future of
the Basin, and that we will complete this effort. Let me tell you why.

BACKGROUND

President Clinton directed the Forest Service to "develop a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based strat-
egy for the management of eastside forests” as part of his plan for ecosystem management in the Pacific
Northwest. As a result, the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) began to respond to
several broad scale issues including, but not limited to, forest and rangeland ecosystem health including
listings and potential listings under the Endangered Species Act, economies of rural communities and
treaty and trust responsibilities to Native American Tribes. However, those broad scale issues were found
to transcend political and administrative boundaries. In order to develop a truly ecosystem-based strategy,
the agencies expanded the effort to include those portions of Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Utah, and Wyo-
ming found within the Columbia River basin. The title of the expanded effort is the "Interior Columbia
River Basin Ecosystem Management Project.”

The Project Area encompasses 24 percent of the National Forest System and 10 percent of the BLM ad-
ministered public lands in the nation. Approximately 75 million acres of lands managed by the Forest Ser-
vice and BLM are within the Project area, of which about 72 million are addressed by the plan. Ap-
proximately three million acres of Forest Service and BLM managed lands within the Project area are ac-
tually in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and excluded from the decisions that will be made by the
Project. 69 million acres of land within the Project boundaries are owned or managed by others. A scien-
tific assessment of the entire interior Columbia Basin was published in 1997. While the science assess-
ment includes all lands within the interior Columbia Basin, the management decisions to be made will
onty apply to the lands administered by the BLM and Forest Service.
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Two key factors shaped this Project:

 First, issues such as ecosystem heaith and anadromous fish populations could not be efficiently and ef-
fectively addressed in independent Land and Resource Management Plans. The Administration rec-
ognized and took action on this imperative for ecosystem management. In his ruling on a case involv-
ing the President’s Northwest Forest Plan, Judge Dwyer stated, "Given the current condition of the for-
ests, there is no way the agencies could comply with the environmental laws without planning on an
ecosystem basis."”

¢ Second, land managers must work together to assure that management of the public fand base provides
the maximum benefits to the public. In order to do this, there must be coordination and consistency in
federal land management decision making. If each of the 74 existing land and resource management
plans for the BLM and Forest Service within the Project Area is developed independently, as has oc-
curred most frequently in the past, broad issues such as species viability would be extremely difficult
to resolve. It takes the coordinated resources of all public agencies to assure that we are responding
appropriately to such broad issues.

An Executive Steering Committee was developed by the Director of the BLM and Chief of the Forest Ser-
vice to manage the Project. That Committee is composed of the BLM State Directors from Oregon and
Washington, Idaho, and Montana; Regional Directors of the National Marine Fisheries Service, US Fish
and Wildlife Service and Environmental Protection Agency; Forest Service Station Directors from the Pa-
cific Northwest Research Station and the Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station (now com-
bined into the Rocky Mountain Research Station); and the Forest Service Regional Foresters from the Pa-
cific Northwest, Northern and Intermountain Regions.

[ do not envy this Executive Steering Committee its task. Martha and her Committee deserve our greatest
appreciation and respect. They are working hard with a broad array of governments including seven
states, 100 counties, and 22 tribes; partners; interested groups; and individuals to carry out a very complex
task because of the issues and size of the area involved. They are striving to find a way to balance the
statutory responsibilities of five federal agencies with the needs of State and local governments, the de-
mands of industries and conservationists, and the desires of an even broader array of individuals and
groups regarding management of that 72 million acres of public land.

As Acting Director of the BLM, and now Chief of the Forest Service I have been involved this planning
effort since 1994. This is a formidable task that has required significant amounts of personnel time and
financial resources. I believe, however, that it is still the best opportunity to develop a consistent frame-
work for public land management and to respond to critical issues facing the interior Columbia River Ba-
sin. This effort is also very consistent with the Forest Service mission, Natural Resource Agenda, and the
desires of the American people who want to see natural resources restored, protected, and conserved while
providing for inable forest 1 1t

PUBLIC BENEFITS

The Pacific Northwest and interior West have been a center of conflict over public land management for a
number of years. That conflict is reflected in the number of appeals of public land manager decisions; the
amount of litigation and protests, and in incidents such as the arson of the Wallowa Ranger District office
on the Wallowa Whitman National Forest.
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In order to turn this trend around we must be able to do two things:

¢ Restore and maintain long-term ecosystem health and ecological integrity which will help provide for
sustainable populations of dependent plant and animal species, and

* Support the economic and social needs of people, cultures, and communities, and providing sustain-
able and predictable levels of products and services from Forest Service and BLM administered lands.

I only wish it were as simple to do as to say. The Project has done an outstanding job of helping us better
understand where we are today as a result of past land management practices on both private and Federal
lands. The science developed over the last four years establish historical baselines and compare current
conditions to those baselines. They help us identify where many of the critical population sustainability
issues are. The Project has taken that information and developed draft Environmental Impact Statements
(EISs) that are currently out for public review. The draft EISs lay out some alternative ways to meet the
objectives above.

The Project decisions, when completed, will:

o Lay out the conditions for future management to assure sustainable populations of species across the
planning area, setting a joint strategy across the Project area.

¢ Provide the framework for future management.

s Create consistency regarding broad scale issues by being integrated into forest and resource manage-
ment plans, creating a better expectation for goods and services to be provided from of public lands.

Obviously, these are high expectations. I believe that we have to strive to meet these expectations because
the alternative is unacceptable. We cannot leave the 74 Land and Resource Management Plans affected
by the Project vulnerable to lawsuits to the extent that they currently are. We have a-number of adminis-
trative appeals and lawsuits currently filed on those plans, projects authorized in those plans or related is-
sues. Completion of the Project decision, including plan amendments, will significantly improve our situ-
ation in appeals and lawsuits.

INTERAGENCY COMMITMENT

My beliefs about the importance of the Project are shared by leaders of all of the Agencies involved in the
planning effort. Pat Shea, the Director of BLM; Carol Browner, of the EPA; Rolland Schmitten of Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service: and Jamie Rapapport Clark of the US Fish and Wildlife Service are all
committed to completing the Final EIS and its resultant decision documents. We are committed to facili-
tating this planning effort in a manner consistent with the Administration’s objectives and within the
President’s budget priorities.

National and regional resources have been committed to assure the Project’s capability to complete the
planning effort.. The Research Directors have received resources to continue research in support of Project
efforts. The Executive Steering Committee has made personal commitments to their agency directors to
complete the Project.

We have several interagency teams here in Washington, DC designed to assist the Project in its efforts,
working on several fronts:
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» Policy Coordination - As teams here become aware of concerns raised by the public, Congress, or
within the Administration, those concerns are identified 1o the Project so that appropriate action ¢an be
taken, In support of the Administration’s objective to assure that the decisions resulting from the final
EIS are coordinated by the Executive Steering Committee, we are working hard to assure that repre-
sentatives of the cooperating agencies, working with their representative on the Executive Steering
Committee, and others in the Administration understand what the Project is doing, what changes from
current management are proposed, why the need for change, and the potential effects of those changes.

¢ Budget Coordination - Teams in Washington, DC are coordinating with local teams, and each other,
to identify a budgetary framework to build into outyear agency and Presidential budget requests. We
cannot wait until a final EIS and decisions have been published to build budgets if we expect to meet
the goals for the Project. We must have a strategy that is practical, flexibie, implementabie and con-
sistent between agencies in order to successfully implement the record(s) of decision when it is signed
by Federal officials.

s Coordination with Congress - The draft EIS has provided opportunities for communications between
the Administration and the Hill regarding the Project and planning effort. The interagency teams here
in Washington also facilitate communications between the Project and key Congressional staff to as-
sure understanding of the Project’s status.

BUDGETARY COMMITMENTS

You asked us to provide some specific information about the Project’s budget. We are anticipating
implementation of the Project decisions in the fourth quarter of Fiscal Year 1999. The Project has identi-
fied a number of activities that need to occur in the Basin, and the President’s 1999 budget inciudes spe-
cific funding to implement the final EIS and Records of Decision. Funding projections were developed
based on the draft EIS preferred alternative and actual 1999 projects will be developed consistent with the
documented decisions. If decisions have not been made, a baseline program will be delivered consistent
with current plans and guidelines.

The distribution of the anticipated work is reflected in our budget request. The President’s Clean Water
Initiative provides $10 miilion in new funds in addition to the $113,688,000 that represents the regular
program for Forest Service units in the Project area. The 1999 program calls for more than $73 million of
green timber or salvage expenditures, $18 million in reforestation and stand improvement expenditures

1

and almost $8 million in fuel tr t and fire expenditures.

UTILIZATION OF INFORMATION

The information developed by the Science Team for the Project is being incorporated into Forest Service
and BLM management activities in a number of ways. We are not waiting to use the information. It is
being integrated into the BLM and Forest Service geographic information systerns (GIS) to expand the
availability of the information. It is being used in national program development efforts in fuels treatment,
noxious weed, and fisheries management programs and will be reflected in the on-the-ground projects and
activities. Many aspects of the science information can be adopted without forest or resource plan amend-
ments because they support the current plan direction.
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TRANSPORTATION POLICIES

You asked me to comment about the effects of the proposed road policy changes on the Project. 1 know
that my Federal Register notice of January 28, 1998, providing advance notice of Forest Service intention
1o overhaul our transportation policies, and 1o change how the transportation system is developed, used,
maintained, and funded, was of significant concern to many of our partners in the Project. I want to assure
those partners, and you Madam Chairman, that the Project is at no risk from the proposed policy.

As part of this Federa) Register notice, we proposed to temporarily suspend new road construction in most
unroaded areas of the National Forest System. This proposed temporary suspension would expire upon
the application of the new and improved analysis 1ools or 18 months, whichever is sconer. We are seek-
ing public comment on both the proposed interim rule to temporarily suspend new road
construction/reconstruction in unroaded areas and the way the Forest Service road system is developed,
used, and funded. The deadline for public cc on the proposed interim rule is now March 27, 1998,
We will hoid a series of public meetings across the nation to assure full public participation in the roads
policy revision. Meetings planned within the Basin include:

e March 12 in Helena, * March 19 in Coeur d’Alene,
e March 14 in Missoula, «  March 19 in Pendleton, and
s March |7 in Bend, » March 21 in Boise

e March 18 in Wenatchee,

The Forest Service must thoroughly review its road management policy and develop a comprehensive
policy for the future based on the changing resource demands and public use, coupled with the need to en-
sure that decisions on road building and maintenance are grounded in the best scientific information avail-
able. My key objectives in developing a new transportation management policy are:

» To provide Forest Service with new scientific and anatytical tools to make more informed
decisions about when, where, and if new roads should be constructed.

¢ To move quickly to decommission unnecessary and unused roads, as well as unptanned and unautho-
rized “ghost roads.”

e To improve forest roads, where appropriate, to respond to changing demands, local communities” ac-
cess needs, and the growing recreation use of the National Forest System.

This policy review is critical so we can focus our limited resources on the roads most in need, and I do not
believe that it will conflict with completion of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Project final EIS,
The final EIS for the Project is scheduled to be released in 1999 and the interim policy on roadless areas
management would last no longer than 18 months. The timing of these efforts are not inconsistent and the
final policy will incorporate ongoing public input and scientific analysis from the Project.

Research conducted by the Project was critical in the identification of need for the proposed policy
changes. The Federal Register notice specifically cited several of the scientific findings from the Project
Scientific Assessment including:

* The aquatic assessment finding that 60 percent of the fish strongholds occur in roadless or very low
road density areas.
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o The economic assessment finding that roadless areas hold important economic and social values for
the nation.

The Project draft EISs contzin standards and guidelines similar to the proposed road management policy
including:

o Proposed direction for systematic road management and improved road maintenance to reduce adverse
effects from roads while retaining an appropriate access system. The Draft EISs call for local deci-
sions about roads to be based on a collaborative process.

« Proposed analytical processes for making more informed roading decisions. It is possible that these
analytical processes and the systematic road condition/risk assessment called for in the Draft EISs may
serve as the model for "improved anaiytical tools" identified in the proposed policy.

» Proposed forest health objectives that place the highest priority for restoration in roaded areas.

+ Proposed direction to maintain high quality habitat in areas where there are few to no roads. Under the
preferred alternative set out in the draft EIS, limits would be placed on new road construction in sub-
watersheds where there are very low road densities.

I believe that the Project and the policy complement each other and that they will further evolve together.
CLOSING

In closing, Madam Chairman, [ would like to reinforce my commitment to the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project. I believe that it is critical to complete the final EIS and begin to imple-
ment the resultant decisions in 1999 in order to make the best information available for use in project level
decisions. I think that this effort provides the best opportunity to maintain long-term ecosystem health in
order to support the needs of people. cultures, and communities into the future. All of the agencies in-
volved with this project are committed to two things:

e To protect those species at risk, and

e To provide a framework for local land management plans that identify a level of forest outputs which
we can state with a higher level of assurance will be met than we can now, with all of the uncertainty
that exists.

As we move closer to concluding the longest public comment period in the history of this agency, the Ex-
ecutive Steering Commitlec mem e+s and I remain faithful to our promise to work with Jocal communi-
ties. [ believe thai the Steering Cuinmuttee has the knowledge, relationships, and resources to complete
this planning effort successfully.

The other agency T are committed to facilitation of this planning effort ix_'i'a manner consistent
with the Administrat shiecti es 2nd within the President’s budget priorities. That concludes my for-
mal statement. 1 would be hoppy to 2nswer any questions you might have.
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To: Anne Heissenbuttel, leg. Staff
Subcommittee on Forests/Forest Health

From: Shelly Short, District Coordinator
Representative Nethercutt

Re: County Commissioner Resolutions

Date: February 17, 1998

The following is a list of what I have so far...
Multi-State Resoclutions Pages

1. Western Legislative Forestry Task Force 3

Washington State Resolutions

1. Adams County Commissioners 2
2. Benton County Commissioners 3
3. Columbia County Commissioners 3
4. Ferry County Commissioners 3
5. Lincoln County Commissioners 2
6. Okanogan County Commissioners 2
7. Pend Oreille County Commissioners 2
Idaho State Resolutions

1. Bonner County Commissioners 3
2. Elmore County Commissioners 1
3. Kootenai County Commissioners 3
Montana State Resolutions

1. Powell County Commissioners 3
Oregon State Resolutions

1. Wheeler County Commissioners 3

Anne, today I touched base with each of the three states,
Idaho, Montana, Oregon, encouraging them to be forthwith on
receipt of their resolutions. 1I’ll follow up with them this
week. I also understand that more counties in Washington State
have signed the same; I have yet to receive them though.
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Washington State Senate
Olympia Office: .
115D Institutions Building Senator Bob Morton District Office:
PO Box 40482 . 3278 Pierre Lake Rd.
Olympia, WA 98504-0482 Vice President Pro Tempore Kerte Falls. WA 99141
(360) 7867612 7th Legislative District (509) 684-5132

December 9, 1997

The Hon. George Nethercutt
United States Congressman
555 South Main

Colville, WA 99114

Dear Congressman Nethercutt:

Enclosed please find Resolution 97-2 adopted by the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force at its
100% meeting on December 7, 1977 in Boise, ldaho. This resolution deals with the Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project ICBEMP).

Previous discussions of this project by the Task Force led to a committee appointed by the chairman
to review the ICBEMP and report to the full membership. At the recent meeting in Boise, 14
legislators from five western states met with representatives of the ICBEMP, Susan Giannettina and
Andy Brunelle, and discussed with the Task Force the progress and future implications of the
project. Following that presentation and a significant amount of time devoted to the issue by the 14
legislators of the Task Force, the enclosed Resolution was developed through lengthy deliberations.
The Resolution was adopted unanimously by those present.

We believe that this important issue is critical to the future of the west and are sending it to you not
only for informational purposes but, more importantly, to encourage your immediate action in
concurring with our position that ICBEMP should be terminated with no Record of Decision being
approved; please read additional comments within the Resolution.

If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to call on us.

Cordially yours,

BOB MORTON
State Senator

Enclosure

Committees: Agriculture & Environment, Chair ¢ Natural & Packs = T P ion
Western Legislative Forestry Task Force
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WESTERN LEGISLATIVE FORESTRY TASK FORCE
Resolution 97-2
December 7, 1997
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) and to create a
scientifically sound, legally defensible ecosystem management plan, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP was to be a broad-scale, 12-month project that would
give general direction to public land managers for ecosystem management, but has
become a top-down, highly prescriptive set of management directives, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect management of 16 Bureau of Land
Management districts and 30 national forests administered by USDA Forest Service,
all located in western states, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres (including 72
million acres of private land) and will directly and indirectly affect the livelihoods of
millions of citizens in the planning area, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of western states have a direct interest in the
management of public lands that produce payments in lieu of taxes that contribute
significantly to funding of public schools and roads, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the
western states depend on the managed stewardship, sustained-yield, even flow
production of goods and services from multinle-use management of public lands
located in those states, and,

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world
for renewable, recyclable goods and services including recreation, wildlife, fisheries,
food, fiber, clean air, clean water, and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequately and truthfully
disclose the economic, environment and social effects of implementation of
ecosystem management practices embodied in the Draft EIS documents, and,
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WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which
reduces or eliminates effective local input in natural resource management and
environmental decision making, and, )

WHEREAS, ICBEMP has become a six-year, $35 million project, with no end
in sight,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: ICBEMP should be terminated, with
no Record of Decision being approved; the ecosystem management data developed
by the project should be communicated to BLM district managers and National Forest
supervisors for consideration of public input in statutorily scheduled environmental
land and resource management plan revisions, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force strongly supports natural resource planning and environmental management
featuring site-specific management decisions made by local decision makers, local
citizenry and parties directly and personally affected by environmental land and
resource management decisions.

Unanimously adopted by the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force at its meeting
in Boise, Idaho.
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- \DAMS COuwpy

OFFICE OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
AREA CODE 509 654-0080

s SCANSI712)
210 WEST BROADWAY, RITZVILLE, WASHINGTON 99169
‘

December 24, 1997

TO: State Senator Bob Morton

FR:  Adams County Board of Commissispers [‘)

RE: Interior Columbia Basin Ecesy M: Project

Enclosed please find Resclution No. R-132-97 adopted by the Adams County Board of Commissioners
during regular p dings on Monday, December 22, 1997.
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
ADAMS COUNTY, WASHINGTON

IN THE MATTER OF SUPPORT OF THE WESTERN LEGISLATIVE FORESTRY TASK
FORCE POSITION ON THE INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT
PROJECT (ICBEMP)

WHEREAS, we believe that the original intent of the Interior Columbia
Basin Ecosystem Management Project was sound and critical to the
future of the west; and,

WHEREAS, we believe that the original intent of the program has been
ignored and conseqguently peorly managed; and,

WHEREAS, we have reviewed the recent resolution and position adopted
by the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force which took place
following a recent meeting of legislators from five western states
with representatives of the ICBEMP;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Adams County concurs with the position
of the WEstern Legislative Forestry Task Force and believes that
ICBEMP should be terminated with no Record of Decision being
approved; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the ecosystem management data developed
by the project should be communicated to BLM district managers and
National Forest supervisors for consideration of public input in
statutorily scheduled environmental land and resource management plan
revisions; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT Adams County supports natural resource
planning and environmental management featuring site-specific
management decisions made by local decision makers, local citizenry
and parties directly and personally affected by environmental land
and resource management decisions.
DATED this 22nd day of December, 1997.
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIOKERS
ADA% ;COUNTY. SHINGTON

R. Logjn.échairnan

w. £, Ezﬁlhlﬂjﬁﬁz

W. L. Schlagel, Comhisgioner

Lo AAS

111 Wills, Commissioner

Linfa Reimer, CMC/AAE
Clérk of the Board
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to: Senator Bob Morton

fax# 360-786-7819 ‘

re Resolution #37-780 re Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project

date: Japuary 7, 1938

pages: 3 (including this one)

Senator Morton (or Kim} Attached Is 2 copy of Resolution #37-780, per your request.
Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Carol Tripp
Clerk to the Board

FROM THE DESK OF:

Carol L. Tripp
Clerk to the Board

Benton Counry Commissioners
P.0.Box 190
Prosser, WA $9350
(509)736-3080 or
(509)786-5600
Fax (5059)786-5625
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RESOLUTION 97 780

BEFORE THE BOARD OF commssmm OF BENTON COUNTY, WASHINGTON:

IN THE MATTER OF INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT
PROJECT

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated Interior Columbia
Basin Ecosystem Mznagement Project (ICBEMP) and to create a scmmﬁcauy sound, legally
defensible ecosystem management plan; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP was to be 8 broad-scale, 12-month projest that would give general direction
%o public land for ecosy gement, but has become a top-down, highly prescriptive
set of management dn'ecuves, and,

‘WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect management of 16 Bureau of Land Managemen: disticts
and 30 national forests administered by USDA Forest Setvice, all located in western states; and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres (including 72 million acres of private
land) and will directly and indirectly affect the livelihoods of millions of citizens in the planning
area, and . .

WHEREAS, the citizens of western states have a direct interest in the management of public lands
that produce paymems in lieu uf taxes that contribute significantly to funding of public schools and
roads; and,

. WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the western states depend
on the managed sewardship, sustained-yicld, even flow production of goods and services from
multiple-use management of public lands iowed in those states; and,

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world for renewable,
recyclable goods and services including jon, wildlife, fisheries, foed, fiber, clean air, clean
water; and,




79

RESOLUTION 97 780

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF BENTON COUNTY, WASHINGTON:

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequately and tuthflly 'disclosc the economic,
environment and social effects of implementation of ecosystem management practices embodied in
the Draft EIS documents; and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which reduces or eliminates
effective local input in natural resource management and environmental decision making; and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP bas become a six-year, $35 million project, with no end in sight, NOW,
THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED that ICBEMP should be terminated, with no Record of Decision being
approved; the ecosystem management data developed by the project should be communicated to
BLM district managers and National Forest supervisors tor consideration of public input in
statutorily scheduled environmental land and resource management plan revisions; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Benton County Commissioners strongly
supports natural resource planning and environmental management featuring site-specific
management decisions made by local decision makers, local citizenry and parties directly and
personally-affected by eavironmental land and resource management decisions.

Canstituting the Board of Counry
Commissianers of Benwon Counry,
‘Washington.

Heintz
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RESOLUTION 97-24

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COLUMBIA COUNTY
~ COMMISSIONERS

IN THE MATTER OF SUPPORTING WESTERN LEGISLATIVE
FORESTRY TASK FORCE RESOLUTION 97-2

‘Whereas, the Board of Columbia County Commissioners received a
letter of encouragement from Senator Bob Morton requesting the Board
support the Resolution of the Eastern Legislative Forestry Task Force
that the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project be
terminated with no Record of Decision being approved; and

Whereas, the Board of Columbia County Commissioners, voted
unanimously to support Western Legislative Foresiry Task Force
Resolution 97-2 regarding the above mentioned action.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board send this resolution in
support for Resolution 97-2 as mentioned above to Senator Morton
immediately.

' ‘u!.; ‘/fl }

Ii e
arles G. Reev

DonJ n, Commissioner

oz [l

James I/ Nelson, Commissioner

Adm. AssrtIClerl; of the Board

See attachment
No advertisement necessary
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WESTERN LEGISLATIVE FORESTRY TASK FORCE
Resolution 97-2
December 7, 1997 .
Interior Columbia Basin Ecasystem Management Project

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project ICBEMP) and to create a
scientifically sound, legally defensible ecosystem management plan, and,

o Vh-!EREAS, ICBEMP was to be a broad-scale, 12-month project that would
give general direction to public land managers for ecosystem management, but has
become a top-down, highly prescriptive set of management directives, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect managcmeht of 16 Bureau of Land
Management districts and 30 national forests administered by USDA Forest Service,
all located in western states, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres (including 72

million acres of private land) and will directly and indirectly affect the livelihoods of
millions of citizens in the planning area, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of western states have a direct interest in the
management of public lands that produce payments in lieu of taxes that contribute
significantly to funding of public schools and roads, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the
western states depend on the managed stewardship, sustained-yield, even flow
proiduction of goods and services from multiple-use management of public lands
located in those states, and,

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world
for renewable, recyclable goods and services including recreation, wildlife, fisheries,
food, fiber, clean air, clean water, and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequately and truthfully
disclose the economic, environment and social effects of implementation of
ecosystem management practices embodied in the Draft EIS documents, and,
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WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which
reduces or eliminates effective local input in natural resource management and
environmental decision making, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP has become a six-year, $35 million project, with no end
in sight,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: ICBEMP should be terminated, with
no Record of Decision being approved; the ecosystem management data developed
by the project should be communicated to BLM district managers and National Forest
supervisors for consideration of public input in statutorily scheduled environmental

‘land and resource management plan revisions, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force strongly supports natural resource planning and environmental management
featuring site-specific management decisions made by local decision makers, local

citizenry and parties directly and personally affected by environmental land and
resource management decisions.

Unanimously adopted by the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force at its meeting
in Boise, Idaho. :



DENNIS A, SNOOK, Danville-District |
JAMES M. HALL, Republic-District 2
GARY W. KOHLER, Inchelium-District 3
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FERRY COUNTY

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
and BOARD OF EQUALIZATION

POST OFFICE BOX 498
REPUBLIC, WASHINGTON 99166-0498
TELEPHONE (509) 775-5229 » FAX (509) 775-5230
Shilah Moores, CMC
Clerk of the Board

December 24, 1997

Senator Bob Morton
Institutional Building 107
Olympia, WA 98504
Dear Senator Morton:
RE: Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP)

Enclosed please find a copy of Ferry County Resolution No. 97-45 adopted December 22,
1997 and resolving that ICBEMP be terminated with no Record of Decision being approved.

Sincerely,
B ot
Lynne Baldwin
Deputy Clerk of the Board
Enclosure

ce: Representative Cathy McMorris
Represemtative Bob Sump
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FERRY COUNTY
RESOLUTION NO. 97-45

INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN -
ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROJECT

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated Interior Colurnbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) and to create a scientifically sound, legally defensible
ecosystem management plan; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP was to be a broad-scale, 12-month project that would give general direction
to public land managers for ecosystem management, but has become a top-down, highly prescriptive
set of management directives; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect management of 1§ Bureau of Land Management districts
and 30 national forests administered by USDA Forest Sexvice, all located in western states; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres {including 7i million acres of private
land) and will indirectly affect the livelihoods of millions of citizens in the planning area; and

WHEREAS, the citizens of western states have a direct interest in the management of public lands
that produce payments in lieu of taxes that contribute significantly to funding of public schools and
roeds; and

WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the western states depend
on the managed stewardship, sustained-yield, even flow production of goods and services from
multiple-use management of public lands located in those states; and

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world for renewable,
recyclable goods and services including recreation, wildlife, fisheries, food, fiber, clean air, clean
water; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft docurnents fail to adequately and truthfully disclose the economic,
environmental and social effects of impiementation of ecosystem management practices embodied
in the draft EIS documents; and : :

WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which reduces or eliminates
effective local input in natural resource management and environmental decision making; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP has become a six-year, $35 million project, with no end in sight.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: ICBEMP should be terminated, with no record of
Decision being approved; the ecosystem management data developed by the project should be
communicated to BLM district managers and National Forest supervisors for consideration of public
input in statutorily scheduled environmental land and resource management plan revisions; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Ferry County Board of Commissioners strongly supports
natural resource planning and enviropmental management featuring site-specific management
decisions made by local decision makers, local citizenry and parties directly and personally affected
by environmental Jand and resource management decisions.
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Approved this 2292 day of December, 1997.

FERRY COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FERRY COUNTY, WASHINGTON

JAkfé‘s M. HALL.Eaixman
o AokL
GARY W. ROHLER, Member

za L

DENNIS A. SNOOK, Member

L aldwin
Deputy Clerk of the Board

Resolution Mo, 97-45
ICBEMP -2-
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RESOLUTION 98-09

A RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE Draft Epvironmenta] Inspact Statement

WHEREAS;

WHEREAS;

WHEREAS;

OF
Interior Columbis Basin Ecosystem Mmag@ment Project

The Board of County Comumissioners of Lincoln County bsvm; copvened i m
Regular Sesston at their pfice in the Lincoln County Conrthouss on this _20* day of
January, 1998 with all members present; and

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management projest has issued 2 drafl of
the Environmental Impact Staterent for review and public comment. A proposal
defining the initintive was then published in the federal register and a Presidential
directive was established in 1973 to determine what the ecological and
socipgsonomis heaith for the 145 million acres designated from Eastern
Washington, Eastern Oregon, Northern Idaho, Western Montana, and parts of
‘Wyoming and Utah. ARer sumerous comments and criticisms of both the proposal
and the limited comment period, the comment period was extended. And:

Under the project plan, as described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS), the project is currently being subjected to the public review period afler
which a final EIS will be pubhshed and submitted to a Record of Decision (ROD)
after which the plan will be implemented throughout the project boundaries. This
includes and will amend 74 Forest Service and BLM land use plans. Federal

agency staff will then be designated or appointed 1o coordinate foderal agency
programs, to simplify delivery of federal services, and to identify and address
technical assistance and funding needs. And:

A socioeconomic resiliency model will be developed by population and arca which
in all probability will result in the reversal and destruction of major busingss now
located in the ecosystem boundaries. A large perventege of the land within the
bouadaries includes privately owned property, economis devslopment inferests,
non-profit groups, Indian tribes, state and local government. And:

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED;
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BE [T FURTHER RESOLVYED;

In addition Lincoln County establishes the following st t of conditions for
use of the scientific data to be implemented within the boundaries of the county by
the imposing federal agency:

1. A broad spectrum of local citizens, businesses, and local elected
officials must demonstrate support for the lmplememanon of the
candidase information;

2. The proposed designated parcel or area must have some distinctive
characteristic, such as a natural resource or having economic benefits,
or having scenic, historic, or recreational values;

3. The parties proposing the parcels for review and selection should be in
association with the local legislative assembly of the respective County
and be able to emter into a partership agreement with the other
governmental agencies that may have jurisdiction over the area that the
plan for management is being implemented;

4. The sponsoring party must have or be developing a plan of action
including funding needs for the proposed management plan;

5. The implementation of the plan mus: demonstrate measurable results.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED;

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management (ICBEMP) has become an
expansive project with mixed goals and undefined objectives; that will result in a plan with
ambignous songclysions and finite conclusions.

lusions:

The potentis] benefits of the program as outlined in the Draft Environmentsl Statement
are questionable; Therefore, ICBEMP should be terminated, with NG RECORD OF
DECISION (ROD) being spproved or impl d; the inf ion developed and acquired during
the DEIS should be made available for delw;rywmvmausfbdellm fqr@mwto_mpm
mmum&ﬂwmﬂbdmhym

DATED at Dcvenpon Lincoin county, Washington this 20* day of January, 1998.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
QOF LIN IGTON

Deputy Clerk of the Board
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OKANOGAN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS'

RESOLUTION 16-98

WHEREAS, The Western Legislative Forestry Task Force has recommended that
ICBEMP should be terminated; and,

‘WHEREAS, federal regulatory agenauhavecqsandedtm powers and assumed
responsxblhﬂesfn:beyondthm iginal legislative

& & P J

WHEREAS, the U.S. Congress has not exercised their legislative authority or their fiscal
control over said project; and,

WHEREAS, proposed regulations and management directives imminent upon pubhc
lands will also apply 1o private land; and,

WHEREAS, private property rights and westem water laws are swongly supported by
our citizens; and

WHEREAS, Okanogan County has established our custom, calture, and economic
stability resolution and requires local input with statc and federal agencies priot to
decision-making;

NOW THEREFORE, BE I'T RESOLVED, That the Board of Okanogan County
Commissioners strongly support local control of patural resources management and
involvement of county government in these decisions with the appropriate agencies;

BE IT FURTHER KESOLVED, that county government shall continue to be involved
in ICBEMP until termination by Congress.

DATED at Okamogan, wmﬁng:onthisgg&da:%mm; 1998.
BO, ozconm ISSEONERS

'W. Higby, M
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OKANOGAN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS®
RESOLUTION 17-98
WHEREAS, the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force has recommended
unanimously that the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Program
(ICBEMP) should be rerminated with no record of decision issued; and,

WHEREAS, the Okanogén County Board of Commissioners has passed Resolution 16-
98 strongly supporting local control of natural resource management; and,

WHEREAS, many resource oriented citizen groups in Okanogan County support the
actions of the Task Force and Board of Commissioners,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Okanogan County Board of
Commissioners fully endorse the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force Resolution
including termination by Congress. (ses attached resolution)

DATED at Okanogen, Washington this 3H¥/day of . 1998.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OKANOGAN, WASHINGTON

~ s T s

Edwin E. Thicle, Chairman
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Pend Oreille County

Board of Commissioners

Miky Hanson Joel Jacobsen Karl D. McKensie
District #1 District #2 District #3
Chris Hyler (509) 4474119 Post Office Box 5025
Clerk of the Board FAX: (509) 4470595 Newport, WA 99156-5025

December 22, 1997

Senator Bob Morton

107 Institutions Building

Olympia, WA 98504

Dear Senator Morton:

Thank you for the heads up regarding the ICBEMP issues.

Please find attached the resolution that was adopted by our Board today with regards to the afore
mentioned issue.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF Y COMMISSIONERS

A

Joel Jabobseyf, Chhitman
Vipk
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7S '—‘\\\/—
RESOLUTION NO. 97- (/% C il
PEND OREILLE COUNTY, WASHINGTON
ICBEMP

WHEREAS, Pend Oreille County is directly affected by all Economic Activity within the region
with regards to resource extraction; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP has been worked on for so long; and
WHEREAS, ICBEMP was written in such & broad scope format; and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP appears to dismiss local control issues and put them on a regional control
basis; and

WHEREAS, our experience with top down management on a regional basis has not been all that
positive.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Pend Oreille County Board of Commissioners
does not support ICBEMP in its current form and would prefer to see more empowerment given
to local resource management personnel.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Pend Oreille County Board of
Commissioners §t.rongly suggest JCBEMP be discontinued.

ADOPTED. THI DAY OF DECEMBER, 1997.
BOAI%D FICO COMMISSIONERS
PEND DI E COUNTY, WASHINGTON

i éb,f
Karl D. Mca(enne Vlc?[Chuman/

Mike l-%nson, Member

srrest_ (L IURID Lu.Ux{CU// .7
Chris Mylar vt
Clerk of the Board . Resolution No. 97-



Ma. SHAWN KEOUGH
DISTRICY 1
'UND»\H\' ORQ\.NWES
- o o LD
mﬁ(?&m’fs@ TORUFREE 1-888-453-5844
Idaho State Senate
Senator Shawn Keough
Senator Bab Morton 1/26/98
sme Senate

Qiympia Office

115 D Inatitutions Building

P.O. Box 40482

Olympia, WA 98504-0482

Dear Senaior Morton:

| wanted to thank you for your efforts to distribute and gamer support for the Westem Legisiative
Forestry Task Force Resoiution on ICBEMP. Bonner County, my home county, has adopted it and I've
forwardad {hat on 10 the Boise office. I've also asked Jerry and Roger to have their office be a central
depository as the resolutions come in so that anyone of us, or imerested pressiparties, could call and
receive 8 updete on the resporse.

T've aiso asked Jerry to mail directly to ldaho's 44 courntiss your latter and the resolution. Apparently the
Idaho Assoc. of Counties refused 1o pass it along. | hope this meets with your approvel,

Thank you for your Isadership or this issue. It is gratifying to see the positive responsa to our pasition.
1 trust Olympia is treating you weli!

Sircers

e’

idsho State Senator, Distfitt One
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BONNER COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Dale Van Stone « Larry Allen ¢« Bud Mueller

“Western Legxslauve Forestry Task Force

3278 Piemre Lake Rd ", . .
" Kettle Falls, WA 99141

Dear Scnmor Bob Monon
We are enclosmg a copy of a resolution the Bonncr County Board of Commxssxoners

Jecently passed by unanimous vote. This was in regard to the Federally funded Interior

bla Bm Ecosystcm Managemcnt Pro_]ect (ICBEMP).

This pro;ect was ongmnlly presentcd asa 12-month study and has turned into a six-year,
S35 million project. Resolution #98-02 opposes the \mp]ementatlon of the ICBEMP and

demands the project be t:rmmated

&3 215 South First Avenue * Sandpoint, Idaho 83864 « (208) 265-1438 + Fax (208) 265-1460 5]
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RESOLUTION, C]E? - 4

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order. initiated the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosvstem Management Project (ICBEMP) to create a scientifically sound. legatly defensibie ecosystem
management pian. and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP was 10 be a broad-scale, 12-month project that would give general direction to
public land managers for ecosystem management. but has become a top-down. highly prescriptive set of
management directives. and.

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 10+ counties. including Bonner County and 144 million acres. including 72
mitlicn acres of privately owned lands and will directly or indirectly affect the livelihcods of milions of
citizens. including thousands in Bonner County alone. and,

WHEREAS. the citizens and taxpayers of Bonner County have a direct interest in the management of
public lands that produce pavments in lieu of taxes that contribute significantly to funding of public
schools and roads. and.

WHEREAS. the citizens and taxpayers of Bonner County depend on the d stewardship ined-
yield. even flow production of goods and services from multiple-use management of public lands located
in the county as well as other communities and states in the planning area. and.

WHEREAS. there is increasing demand within the United States and the world for renewable. recyciabie
goods and services including recreation. wildlife. fisheries. food. fiber. clean air. and clean water. and.

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequatel_v. and truthfully disclose the economic.
environmental and social effects of implementation of ecosvsiem management practices embodied in the
Draft EIS documents. and,

WHEREAS. ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which reduces or eliminates effective
local input in natural resource germent and envis } decision making and has become a six-
year. $35 million project with ao end in sight. The proposed management direcuon is 1nappropriate for a
broad basin plan. it is tco light on guidelines (should do} ard 1o heavy on standards (must do. the Draft
EIS documents do not meet their stated purposes.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: The Board of County Cemmissioners of Bonner County oppose
implementation of the [CBEMP and demand that it be terminated with no Record of Decision being
approved.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. that copies of this resolution be sent to the ICBEMP Project Team.
Congr Helen Ch veth. Senator Larry Craig. Senator Shawn Keough. Representauve John
Campbell. and the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force.

-
This resolution adopted this N Day of January. 1998,

s
Bud Muyeller. Chairman,
2 BN IA A

Lﬂr} ?dien Commussion

Dale VanStone, Commissioner



95

Elmore County 00,0},
Board of Commissioners

Phone {208) 587-2129 COUNTY Fax (208) 587-215
) 150 South 4th East .
o Mountain Home, idaha 83647
- " Don Reynolds Larry Rose Barry Peterson
587-6768 366-2226 587-3351

December 22, 1997

Honorable Phil Batt
Governor of the State of Idaho
P. O. Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0034

Dear Governor Batt

1 H /\ \\.\
4 /\'Q;Zy
The basic premise of the ColumbiA-Basin Manag T ro](bxr::}d.acks empathy for the

citizens of this na wRo 1ive in the environment ‘of-f£he basin. While many
principles of landt nc may be univerlu,wman aremo: 'Each geographic
area is unigue as . blants and people. Pecple

being the most if vm‘cl Lngr_eaie ! | l AT de for. man, .hot man for the
R AT, N - >
land. - We belieVe&.t@el, Itptﬁsr{?;:‘c:‘é“ - Ma.nagement Pro:ect to be

iatally flawed’ bg&_,\ia

; /

1) Cmcrovelre?m\mds most evezgy\
2) wiadom, E’&Ti,cy d scxenjg
3) Decision ing 53
4) In g:ea: N jure,
5) Management 1s uﬁﬁvlie
6)  The projecfé

way of 1%
7 The geography \i\

far too ;razxed‘

i@ criteria r’ decision  making
rom the peopl# ofithe 1dtal society

Therefore, be lt known tha
Respectfully,

BOARD OF ELMORE uhry COMMISSIONERS

Y PRYERSON, Chairman ..

DON E/E%oms, Ci ssljyner
. >

: L0

cc: Owyhee County Commisgsioners
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- Kootenai County Commissioners
451 Government Way « P.O. Box 9000
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83816-9000
Phone (208) 7694450 + FAX (208) 667-8534
0 s R, A * RO,

January 8, 1998

Senator Bob Morton
Washington State Senate
3278 Pierre Lake Road
Kettle Fails, WA 99141

Dear Senator Morton;

In response to your letter of December 16, 1997, the Kootenai County Board of
Commissioners adopted the enclosed resolution at their December 23, 1997 meeting.

Thank you for making those of us in Kootenai County aware of such vital issues as the
current status of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. i

Sincerely,
Becky Blodgett
Senior Secretary

BB:me
enclosure

PRNTED ON RECYCLED PAPER a
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Resolution No. 97-86

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated imerior Columnbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project ICBEMP) and to create a scientifically sound, legally defensible
ecosystern management plan, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP was to be a broad-scale, twelve (12) month project that would give general
direction to public land managers for ecosystem management, but has become a top-down, highly
prescriptive set of management directives, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect management of sixteen (16) Bureau of Land Management
districts and thirty (30) National Forests administered by USDA Forest Service, all located in
western states, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres (including 72 million acres of private
land) and will directly and indirectly affect the livelihoods of millions of citizens in the planning
area, and,

WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the western states depend
on the managed stewardship, sustained-yield, evenly flowing production of goods and services from
multiple-use management of public lands located in those states, and,

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world for renewable,
recyclable goods and services including recreation, wildlife, fisheries, food, fiber, clean air, clean
water, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequately and truthfully disclose the economic,
environment and social effects of implementation of ecosystemn management practices embodies in
the Draft EIS documents, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which reduces or eliminates
effective local input in natural resource management and environmiental decision making, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP has become a six-year, $35 million project with no end in sight, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP should be terminated, with no Record of Decision being approved; the
ecosystem management data developed by the project should be communicated to BLM district
managers and National Forest supervisors for consideration of public input in statutorily scheduied
environmental land and resource management plan revisions, and

WHEREAS, the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force strongly supports natural resource
planning and environmenta! management featuring site-specific management decisions made by
local decision-makers, local citizenry and parties directly and personally affected by environmental
land and resource management decisions.



98

page two
Resolution 97-86

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED the Kootenai County Board of Commissioners
strongly support Resolution 97-2 adopted by the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force adopted
at its 100th meeting on December 7, 1997 in Boise, Idaho. )

Upon 2 motion to adopt the text of the foregoing Resolution made by Commissioner

Rankin seconded by Commissioner _ Panabaker , the following vote was recorded:
Commissioner Rankin: Aye
Commissioner Panabaker:  Aye
Chairman Compton: Absent

Upon said roll call, the text of the foregoing was duly enacted as a Resolution of the Board of
Commissioners of Kootenai County, Idaho on the 30th day of December, 1997.

Kootenai County
Board of Commissioners

7

Dick Compton, Chalman

‘Daniel J. English, Clerk

%

c Senator Bob Morton
Resolution File
Idaho Congressional Delegation
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P.O. Box 447 o Fossil, Oregon 97830-0447
Wheeler County Courthouse ¢ 701 Adams St. Rm 101
(541) 763-2911 o FAX (541) 763-2026

January 8, 1998

Senator Ron Wyden Senator Gordon Smith
259 Russell Senate Office Bldg. Hart Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510 Room 322

Washington, D.C. 20510
.Representative Robert Smith
1609 Longworth Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515

At their January 7, 1998 Regular Meeting, The Wheeler County Court
voted unanimously to go on record concurring with Resolution 97-2
adopted by .the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force regarding
the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP).

The Court wants to stress they strangly support the Resolution and
ask your assistance in terminating ‘the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project.

Susan Snyder

Administrative Assistant

Wheeler County Court ~

<c: Washington State Senator Bob Morton

Whreles Counts sy un resunise Wrnn Lol Opportaaurs Empluyer amf complios sl Sevnun Std uf the Relabilisting Aot of 1951
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WESTERN LEGISLATIVE FORESTRY TASK FORCE
Resolution 97-2
December 7, 1997 .
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) and to create a
scientifically sound, legally defensible_ ecosystem management plan, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP was to be a broad-scale, 12-month project that would
give general direction to public land managers for ecosystem management, but has
become a top-down, highly prescriptive set of management directives, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect management of 16 Bureau of Land

Management districts and 30 national forests administered by USDA Forest Service,
all located in western states, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres (including 72
million acres of private land)and will directly and indirectly affect the livelihoods of
millions of citizens in the planning area, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of western states have a direct interest in the
management of public lands that produce payments in lieu of taxes that contribute
significantly to funding of public schools and roads, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the
western states depend on the managed stewardship, sustained-yield, even flow
production of goods and services from multiple-use management of public lands
located in those states, and,

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world
for renewable, recyclable goods and services including recreation, wildlife, fisheries,
food, fiber, clean air, clean water, and

* WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequately and truthfully
disclose the economic, environment and social effects of implementation of
ecosystem management practices embodied in the Draft EIS documents, and,
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WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a top-down management paradigm which
reduces or eliminates effective local input in natural resource management and
environmental decision making, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP has become a six-year, $35 million project, with no end
in sight, : .

NOW THEREFORE, BEIT RESOLVED: ICBEMP should be terminated, with
no Record of Decision being approved; the ecosysterm management data developed
by the project should be communicated to BLM district managers and National Forest

supervisors for consideration of public input in statutorily scheduled environmental
land and resource management plan revisions, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Western Legisiative Forestry Task
Force strongly supports natural resource planning and environmental management
featuring site-specific management decisions made by local decision makers, local
citizenry and parties directly and personally affected by environmental land and
resource management decisions.

Unanimously adopted by the Western Legislative Forestry Task Force at its meeting
in Boise, Idaho.



Deer Longe, MonNT,
December 16, 1997

Dan Glickman, Secretary
U. §. Department of Agriculture
Washington, D. C.

Bruce Babbitt, Secretary
U. §. Department cof the Interior
Washington, D. C.

RE: Interior Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management Project
Gentleman:

We cocmmend you fcr undertaking the amalysis of the Interior Columbia Basin. The
framework resulte should be invaluabla for future management. However, the.
reported price tag of $35,000,000 appalls us. This amount represents 20+ years
of Budget for Powell County. This makes us wonder if You are in tune with the
reality of rural areas ard therefore if your predictsd ecomnomic and secial
effects are believable.

Wnile we support the efforts of the large scale apalysis, we are adamantly
oppesed to centralized decision making at this broader level. Quite framkly, we
do not feel our interests will be adequately addressed in such decisions.

Additicrally. even if the decisions did appear tc address cur interests, we do
not feel tre pred come will materialize. Plaaning over the years migkt
be labelsd 2 "z “en promises”. Usit Plansg and Forast Plans were sold
on the zagis of es results. Correctly or not, we trusted the Forest
Service to resulets. Qur experienced results, however, are a
conzinued v receipts and incraased anxiety on the part of the
citizany- - uncertainty of timber supplies and grazing
opportunities.

¢ that the I.C.B.E.M.P. be retained as an analysis
making be reserved for the local (Forest/District)

- o2 ’
T
- /é w/
- Flefing, Membér
Powell County CJemmissicrners

T w 't
X&h P NeZL.
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WESTERN LEGISLATIVE FORESTRY TASK FORCE
Resolution 97-2
December 7, 1997
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project

WHEREAS, the President of the United States, by executive order, initiated
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project ({ICBEMP) and to create a
scientifically sound, legally defensible ecosystem management plan, and,

. WHEREAS, ICBEMP was to be a broad-scale, 12-month project that would
give general direction to public land managers for ecosystem management, but has
become a top-down, highly prescriptive set of management directives, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP will directly affect management of 16 Bureau of Land
Management districts and 30 national forests administered by USDA Forest Service,
all located in western states, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP covers 104 counties, 144 million acres (including 72
million acres of private land) and will directly and indirectly affect the livelihoods of
millions of citizens in the planning area, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of western states have a direct interest in the
management of public lands that produce payments in lieu of taxes that contribute
significantly to funding of public schools and roads, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of the United States and communities throughout the
western states depend on the managed stewardship, sustained-yield, even flow
production of goods and services from multiple-uss menagsment of public lands
located in those states, and,

WHEREAS, there is increasing demand within the United States and the world
for renewable, recyclable goods and services including recreation, wildlife, fisheries,
food, fiber, clean air, clean water, and

WHEREAS, ICBEMP draft documents fail to adequately and truthfully
disclose the economic, environment and social effects of implementation of
ecosystem management practices embodied in the Draft EIS documents, and,
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WHEREAS, ICBEMP represents a tcp-down management paradigm which
reduces or eliminates effective local input in natural resource mznagement and
environmental decision making, and,

WHEREAS, ICBEMP hzs become a sxx-yea:, $35 million project, with no end
in sight,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: ICBEMP should be terminated, with
no Record of Decision being approved; the ecosystem management data developed
by the project shouid be communicated to BLM district managers and National Forest
supervisors for considerarion of public input in statutorily scheduled environmental
land and resource management plan revisions, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Western Legislative Forestry Task
Force stongly supports natural resource planning and environmental management
featuring site-specific management decisions made by local decision makers, local
citizenry and parties directly and personally affected by environmental land and
resource management decisions.

Unzn:mously adopted by the Western Legislative Forsu'y Task Foree at its meeting
in Boise, Idahe.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

On December 30, 1997 we, the Powell County, Montan;: Commissioners formally
adopted the above resolution (see also our attached letter)

- P 4 (,
{S—"‘Z & M”? / "f/[,
Gail Jones, air enneth P. Flenu.ng \James M. Ward

}érla Ry;:en, Clerk and Recorder
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r- WASHINGTON STATE

FARM BUREAU
1011 10th Avenue S.E. » P.O. Bax 2009 (360) 35 7-9975
Olympia, Washington 58507 Fax (360) 357-9939
TESTIMONY
BY

MIKE POULSON
CHAIR, NER COMMITTEE
WASHINGTON STATE FARM BUREAU
ON
INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT PROJECT

The Washington Farm Bureau has followed the progress of the Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) since its inception.
The committee I chair, Natural Resources and Environment, was established in
part due to this project.

It was
a man

our understanding that the purpose for plan development was to establish
agement and protection plan for the Columbia drainage that includes:

science based management,

reduced litigation of management and use decisions,
empowerment of local communities and governments,
certainty for resource users,

and through positive management, prevent ESA listings.

In contrast to these original goals our assessment of the ICBEMP Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the assessments of Allen Fitzsimmons
and CH2M Hill (for Boise Cascade) and various other draft reviews reveal the
draft plan:

is not science based,

would increase litigation over management and use decisions,

would erode local management influence,

would increase the Tribal influence in land management decisions across
the entire project area while exempting tribal members from resource
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protection responsibility on reservation lands, and their activities off
reservation,

- would increase uncertainty for resource users,

- and would have minimal effect on viability of most species.

Beyond the draft plan's lack of response to original goals, we see several
fundamental flaws in the DEIS that invalidate its value as a compressive
management plan. Included are:

- There is an over-riding assumption that the area's resource economies can

be converted to tourism and recreation economies with no net loss. This
assumption ignores the role resource industry activities play in
maintaining environmental quality and the fact that humans are not

becoming less dependent on the use of resources, but more so. It does not

recognize that limiting and eliminating resource use in the project area

transfers that production and its uncalculated effects to other areas. It does
not provide a formula to require humans to use less products, but requires

they be developed somewhere else. This is both environmentally and
economically irresponsible.

- The draft does not have meaningful discussion on the role that regulation

and conflicting agency agendas play in our ability to address landscape
health issues. We feel this is the most important challenge in addressing
specific issues of forest, watershed and range land health in the project
area. Regulation and regulatory agencies have evolved to a point that

make objective science based land use management impossible. Many of

the laws and regulations that were created to protect environmental

interests are not compatible and in practice prevent protection. If the goal

is land management that results in long term resource sustainability, it
cannot be achieved without addressing this issue.

QOur review indicates the science and foundation economic information contained

in the plan should be questioned for relevance and accuracy. While we believe
the project has generated important scientific information, we question its
application in this DEIS. Considering the time and money, both public and
private, this is of our utmost concern.

The original goals of the project remain important. There are serious flaws in
present management practices of the Columbia drainage federally managed
lands. After four years and 40 million dollars the project team has failed to
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deliver a plan that responds to project goals and the environmental health of the
project area continues in jeopardy. We do not believe the existing draft can be
adjusted to resolve these issues. The draft document responds to public
perception and philosophy not scientific ordering.

The Eastside Ecosystem Coalition of Counties entered into the process in good
faith. Those that live in the local area have the most at stake and should have
responsibility in management decisions. As in welfare reform, if we are going to
develop management practices that insure long term success, local agency
directors and local governments must be given the responsibility.

It is imperative that Congress take an active role in resolving this management
dilemma. The ICBEMP project should be terminated for its lack of merit.
Congress needs to conduct an assessment of our present management system
including laws, regulations and agency missions.
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Source: Analysis of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management

Projects. By: Allan K. Fitzsimmons, PhD, Ba}angeq Resource
Solutions, 3192 Rivanna Court, Woodbridge, Virginia

Key Findings

FPrinciple Finding —

The Draft Environmental Impact Statements do not provide an adequate basis for well
reasonied and scientifically sound management of federal lands.

in General w

*+ Value judgments, not science, drive the DEISs

+ The DEISs assume that nature provides the perfect model for land management

» The DEISs make extensive use of vague, ambiguous, and contraversial concepts

+ Standards and measures frequently defy objective and quantifiable assessment

« Key terms lack plain definitions

+ No convincing legal rationale for shifting to ecosystem-based management is offered
* The specific ecosystems to be protected by land managers are not mapped

 The procedure used o evaluate proposed management alternatives is tetally flawed
It Imptemented , the Public Could Reasonably Expect —

« Reduction in human use of public lands

+ Delays in land use decisionmaking

« Growth in litigation and administrative appeals

* Increases in uncertainty for cornmodity users

- Decreases in commodity and non-commodity outputs directiy benefting humans
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Source: Analysis and Comments: Eastside Draft Environmental Impact

Statement.

Project., By:

EXPECTATION A
Reflect Reputable Science
Based on Broad- and Mid-

Scale Assessments to

Describe Existing

Conditions

Interiocr Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management
Boise Cascade Corporation’s Formal Submittal.

Overview

Since January 1994, the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) have been developing an ecosystem management
plan for federal forests and rangelands in the Interior Columbia River
Basin. A series of documents have been produced related to two
primary activities: 1) a scientific assessment on existing conditions, and
2) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance for two
management plans. One of the NEPA documents, the Eastside DEIS,
and the Evaluation of EIS Alternatives by the Science Integration Team,
have been analyzed for how well they perform in comparison with
expectations for the project and their adequacy as NEPA compliance
documents. This report preser.ts the results of that analysis.

Our analysis shows that the Eastside DEIS fails to meet several
important expectations, as outlined in this Overview. The seriousness
of these fatlures is such that the DEIS purpose and need cannot be met
without a major overhaul of the Eastside DEIS and the management
plan it supports. Without a significant revision effort, the successful
implementation of ecosystem management in the Eastside planning
area is highly questionable.

Following is an overview of general expectations and observations from
the Eastside DEIS, which are provided in no particular order. Other
sections of this submittal contain a discussion of key issues and
concerns related to the expectations, implementation, alternatives, and
NEPA compliance. This is folowed by detailed comments and
reguested actions for the Eastside DEIS and the Evaluation of
Alternatives by the SIT.

¢ The scientific assessment that forms we basis of the Eastside DEIS
lacks a unified purpose resulting in uncoordinated studies, many
with Hittle management value,

¢ The studies are performed at inconsistent levels of detail using
untested, inaccurate methedologies.

» The Eastside DEIS does not adlequately address acknowledged
forest ecosystem health hazards and risks.

* The Eastside DEIS relies on ecological integrity indices that are
narrowly based and use poor substitutes for actual data.

¢ The Eastside DEIS fails to recognize and recommend use of widely
accepted silvicultural tools that employ commercial harvest as a
means to restore and maintain ecosystem health,
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EXPECTATION B
Prepare Legally Sufficient
Management Guidance to

Restore and Maintain
Ecosystem Health

EXPECTATION C
Provide Clear Strategies,
Consistent Direction, and

Flexibility to Local
Managers

The alternatives in the Eastside DEIS do not provide sufficiently
diverse management approaches.

The structure of alternatives relies on themes and desired outcomes
rather than actions.

Very {ew differences exist among alternatives in their objectives,
standards, and guidelines.

The programmatic nature of the plan does not trigger specific
actions, yet objectives effectively alter commeodity production
without revising land use plans.

All alternatives fail to restore ecosystem health in a reasonable
period of time.

The Eastside DEIS fails to clearly identify the locations of forests
needing treatments.

Most of the forest management prescriptions rely on static
management (for example, buffers and reserves) rather than
dynamic approaches. Further, balance between successional stages
is not provided, nor is the relationship between managed forest
habitats and their supported plants and animals adequately
explored.

Ecosystem principles are not well employed.

Standards should be deleted from this programmatic DEIS, and
their intent incorporated into the descriptions of the alternatives or
guidelines.

Too many objectives, standards, and guidelines are vague,
unmeasurable, create management conflicts, or have a combination
of these deficiencies.

The Eastside DEIS provides little relief for management gridlock, or
a means to evaluate relative risks and tradeoffs of achieving
multiple objectives simultaneously.

Clear management guidance is lacking in critical decision areas,
such as fire management, roads, wildlife, timber, and timber
salvage.

Guidance for proactive maintenance of healthy ecosystems is under-
emphasized.

The Eastside DEIS fails to provide a well-defined forest plan
amendment/revision process.
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QveERVIEW

EXPECTATION D
Provide a Broad Ecological
Basis for Future Cumulative

Impact Analyses

EXPECTATION E
Support the Economic and
Social Needs of People

EXPECTATIONF
Provide a Multi-Species
Approach to Managing

Ecosystems

The Eastside DEIS does not provide sufficient background material
for cumulative impact analyses on individual projects.

Strategies for cumulative effects analyses at multiple levels have not
been developed.

Economic considerations have not been seriously addressed by any
alternative.

Economic and social needs are treated as impacts rather than
integrated into the alternative managernent approaches.

Speculation on future Congressional budget appropriations has
determined levels of proposed management activity, rather than
achieving scientifically-based desired future conditions.

Neither acceptable nor predictable levels of timber harvest are
expected.

Fiscally responsible methods of maintaining and restoring
ecosystem health have not been provided.

The assessment of recreation demand is inadequate to determine
appropriate management actions. Focus on primitive recreation and
road closure in the Eastside DEIS conflicts with the public’s demand
for increased access and developed facilities.

The alternatives contain inadequate provision for sustained growth
and stability of resource-dependent industries. No viable mitigation
is proposed.

The Eastside DEIS fails to address species viability from an
ecosystem perspective.

Focus is on individual {usually rare or atypical) species needs.

Few differences exist among alternatives for wildlife objectives,
standards and guidelines.

No logical linkages exist between desired future conditions for
wildlife and proposed management activities.
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EXPECTATION G
Provide Long-term
Direction to Replace Interim
Strategies (PACFISH,
Eastside Screens, INFISH)

EXPECTATION H
Fully Disclose
Environmental

Consequences

The Eastside DEIS fails to remove interim guidance; it continues tc
utilize default standards in the absence of local knowledge.

The Eastside DEIS fails to provide performance-driven, functionally
based approaches to resource management.

Timely replacement of continued interim guidance with site-specific
management objectives and standards through ecosystem analysis
relies on unproven technologies and is probably unrealistic.

The impact analyses in the Eastside DEIS are extremely weak.
Many impact analyses are deferred until future project stages.

No materials have been provided to determine how the extremely
low timber harvest outputs were forecasted.

Payroll impacts and impacts on local governments are not disclosed.

Economic impacts do not account for the hardship that recent
declining trends in timber outputs and population have had in
many counties.

Indirect impacts on non-federal lands are not adequately discussed,
nor are the cumulative effects of this project.

The impacts analysis does not consider the consequences of not
achieving project goals.
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Good moming Mrs. Chairman and Subcommittee Members.

My name is Tom Haislip. I am a senior scientist and project manager for CH2ZM HILL, an international
environmental engineering firm. [ hold a B.S. degree in Zoology and a M.§. degree in Ecology. 1 lead a team of
scientists and planners who participate in the open public process of the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Project (J{CBEMP). Our goal is to assure that relevant information and the best science are brought 1o
the project, and that appropriate planning processes are used. We have been involved in the project since its
inception over four years ago.

Since January 1994, the USDA Forest Service and the USDI Bureau of Land Management have been developing an
ecosystem management plan for federal forests and rangelands in the Interior Columbia River Basin. A series of
documents has been produced related to two primary activities: 1) a scientific assessment on existing conditions,
and 2) Nationai Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}) compli for two plans. Two of the NEPA
documents, the Eastside DEIS and the Upper Columbia River Basin DEIS (DEISs), were analyzed by my team for
how well the plans perform in comparison with expectations for the project and their adequacy as NEPA
compliance documents. This testimony presents the results of that analysis.

The analysis shows that the DEISs fail to meet several important project expectations. The seriousness of these
failures is such that the DEISs’ purpose and need cannot be met without a major overhaul of the DEISs and the
management plans they evaiuate. Without a significant effort at this time, the project will fail, implementation of
ecosystem management will be delayed, forest and range ecosystem health will continue to decline, and
management gridlock will remain.

This testimony is a summary of more extensive commens already provided to the project. It includes discussions of
the following key project issues and concerns:

% Ecosystem Health, issues related to achieving desired future conditions

% Economic and Social Needs of People, Cultures, and Communities, an overview of a major project failing

% Provide Sustainable and Predictable Levels of Products and Services, a discussion of how the DEISs fail to
fulfill this project need

< ion, a di ion of how impractical the plans are

P

< NEP4 Compliance, an analysis of the DEISs with respect fo NEPA requirements

Ecosystem Health

Identification of Forests Requiring Priority Treatments, A key feature of a forest ecosystem assessment should be
1o identify the types and Jocations of forests needing various types of silvicultural treatments or prescriptions, For

the stand that offer the greatest opportunities for forest ecosystem health risk reduction appear
to be dense, intermediate-aged forests with multiple canopy layers in the high and medium risk categories. These
are forest structures that could provide the basic components for producing the older forest structures that are stated
to be in relatively short supply. However, the DEISs fail to provide sufficient analysis of these basic issues, and
available methods for assessing risks to forest health and displaying risk ratings spatiaily were not used.

Through treatments 1o reduce heaith risks, these intermediate structures advance more quickly into the more
complex structures that are currently underrepresented. Many of these intermediate structures offer commercial
products as byproducts of forest ecosystem health thereby i ing the operational and economic
feasibility of the treatments. The project should have provided an accurate inventory of forest ecosystem health
conditions, and a strategy for applying the various types of silvicultural treatments to improve forest ecosystem
health. The DEISs need to be modified to fully address forest ecosystem health. An example of a problem area is
that there is over-reliance on prescribed fire plans to restore forest health. Most alternatives propose to allow 20 to
over 40 percent of the forest to naturally bumn every decade, which is not inable. Mechanical fuel reduction
treatments are needed to reduce wildfire risks prior to prescribed fire treatments.
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Use of Static Rather than D ic M Appreaches. Foresters and scientists have long contended that
anticipatory, dynamic management s(rategles would improve stand and landscape vigor and heaith. Instead, the
DEISs apply numerous static management approaches, such as buffers and land management constraints that
restrict management opportunities, to only a small percentage of the federal forest. This, in effect, ignores
ecosystem management principles, dynamic landscapes, and ecological disturbarices that drive the successional
development of forests. Examples of potentially restrictive buffers and land management constraints are found in
DEIS standards in Chapter 3, Table 3-5: RM-S6 (reduce human access); HA-S6 (connectivity of mature/old
structure stands), HA-S4 {manage “bottlenecks™); HA-S| {manage peripbery of species ranges); PE-53 (large tree
retention); and the DEIS Appendix entitled, Direction for RCAs and RMOs, The DEIS alternatives need to be
revised to delete static management approaches, such as buffers, that restrict management opportunities, and
incorperate a range of performance-based active management strategies.

Quantity of Forest Types. All of the alternatives project high amounts of mature and old forest. The desired future
conditions suggest up to 30 to 50 percent of all forestland in the dry forest category; 20 to 35 percent in moist
forests, and 135 to 35 percent in cold forests would be mature or old forest structures, even though the Landscape
Ecology Assessment failed to demonstrate that such high amounts of old forest existed historically. Historical
records estimate that otd growth makes up only 7 percent of the landscape (Ottmar R. et al. 1996. Linking historical
and curvent vegetation patierns to potential smoke production and fire behavior in the Interior Columbia River
Basin, USDA Forest Service, Portland OR, unpublished manuscript).

Also, the alternatives fail to provide sufficient early and middle forest seral stages for sustaining proposed large
amounts of old forest within the various forest utilizatior and catastrophic risk scenarios documented by the project.
Available planning and assessment tools for allocating appropriate levels of forest structural diversity were not
employed.

Proposal of Steady-State Approaches. Static, steady-state old forests cannot be maintained because landscapes are
dynamic and will be replaced through natural disturbances, Yet steady-state management approaches are proposed
for permanently designated riparian areas, wildlife corridors, Jandslide prone areas, and recreational facilities.
Steady state £ t ignores ecosystem principles set forth in the Framework for Ecosystem Management in
the tnterior Columbia Basin.

Lack of Multi-species Approach to Manage Terrestrial C ities and Whoie E The project was
expected to produce a multi-species approach to guide wildlife habitat t. Past single-species approaches
created management conflicts and undesirable impacis from manasement decisions. Huwever, the DEISs fail o
address species viability from an ecosystem perspective. [nstead, they focus on rare species, species with very
TAITOw spatia! distriputions, spe:\Ls in decline, or ones with preconceived management responses, An Appendix
shows that oniv 173 of the 547 vertebrates and 8,000 vascular plants were analyzed. Therefore, the DEISs do not
provide an analysis or perspective on the health or viability of the total terrestrial system.

s

The species cel cction for analysis is biased and dees not present a view of the health of the v»hole biological
comry :s known 10 have been directly and acgatively impacted by human activities have begn
selecied for analysis. Even the listed threatened and endangered species have been selectively picked for the
viability analysis. Fur example, the listed peregrine falcon was not included because a clear relationship between
peregrine declines and the direct effects of human activities on federaily administered lands is not evident. This
selective inclusion process biases any analysis attempting to determine long-term viability as a whole. Therefore,
the DEISs provide few assurances that ecological integrity will be maintained or restored, or that species viability
will be achieved for individual species.

Integrity Fndexes. Instzad of addressing the forest ecosystem health issue head on, the DEISs employ ecosystem
integrity indexes, such as Composite Ecological Integrity. However, these indexes are limited to only four areas
(forest, range, aguatic, and hydrologic), and ignore many ecological and socioecanomic areas of significant
importance. Examples of areas ignored are wildlife, air quality, economic, and social system integrity. This index
selectivity has distorted the outcomes. For example, geographic areas do not correspond to social infrastructure
patterns or political boundaries.
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Irstegrity of the Data. Basing ecosystem integrity values on ient or readily available surrogate data, instead
of actual data, undermines data integrity. Following are some examples:

e Road density data are based on only a 3 percent actual sample, but they are used as surrogates of ecosystem
health to drive many integrity determinations and do not accurately represent the affected environment.

s Road density is used as a surrogate for watershed integrity and impacts upon aguatic systems. Furthermore, past
effects of roads are assumed to represent future effects of roads despite drastically different road location,
< ion, and dards required by the M Al ive. The DEISs are biased in

1 active ¢ with ecosystem degradation and assuming that road construction and timber
harvest cause watershed degradation. Therefore, the impacts of implementing the alternatives are not
adequately evaluated.

s Proportion of wilderness is used as a surrogate for forest integrity without consideration of existing wildemess
or past disturt
« Table 2-31, Summary of Forest Clusters (ail lands) shows that composite ecological integrity varied very little
among all forest clusters.
«  Soil disturbance area is uscd as a surrogate for soil productivity (Chapter 4). measuring the strength of the
correlation.

Riparian Conservation Area Estimates. The potential area tied up in RCAs has not been reliably estimated, and no
atiempts have been made to determine the indirect effects of setasides. Estimates show that the area in riparian
setasides easily would be more than the 24 percent estimated in the DEISs. As shown in the figure below, an
independant analysis from a watershed in Oregon indicates it is more likely to be over 40 percent for dry forest and
up to 80 percent for moist forest on steep slopes. These estimates are important because significant management
restrictions would be imposed in RCAs. For the most part, little or no harvest would be allowed and limited
vegetation management would occur.  The DEIS alternatives do not explicitly eliminate all active management
options within these areas. However, the sad reality is that the burden of proof on land mangers to demenstrate
anti-degradation performance is a barrier to action taken. The DEISs state, RCA areas “do not account for landslide
prone areas” and “the slope adjustment factor is not included.” Also, estimates of the stream network do not
account for spatial impacts on operability. In addition, the limitations on what can be done to maintain forest health
and fire control in RCAs is a significant concern. The DEISs must accurately evaluate RCA acreage by alternative

and then 1 the envi 1, social, and economic q of impl ion of the alternatives.
RCA Ares Estimation by Aliernative The direct and indirect q of other ¢«
dards and guidelines would have similar results,

Cumulatively, these constraints may lead to impacts that are
greater than the sum of the individual effects.

Az Ak 4 AR &
{WDEH Eotrrame_ @indien Creck

TFime Frame to Meet Restoration Needs. The DEISs need to include alternatives that more aggressively pursue
forest restoration. Generally, all alternatives fall short of ing ionneedsina ble period of time;
that is, within the 10- to 15-year horizon of this plan. It is estimated that, under the preferred alternative, only 2
million of the 24 million acres needing restoration will reach high integrity in 10 years. The following graph
represents our estimate of the rate of restoration for each alternative. It shows estimates that the most aggressive
alternative won’t fully restore forest health in the project area until some 70 years after plan implementation. This is
unacceptable. Therefore, none of the alternatives meets the purpose and need for the project.
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Without aggressive action, catastrophic risk levels will remain high, and opportunities to restore high ecological
integrity will be lost. If isto d in yieldinga ble bal of ecosystem values,
forest ecosystem health problems must be addressed. While the DEISs do recognize the existence of the forest
ecosystem health problems, they do not give these problems the prominence they deserve, especially in the impact
analysis (for example, no data is given on forest productivity impacts, mortality rates, or financial losses), nor do
they propose the aggressive restoration steps that are required to solve

these problems in a timely manner.

g o
3 The need to restore and iong-term eco: health and
§"° ecological integrity will not be achieved since, for instance, the project
=) determined that “no alternative would have a high enough level of active
5= restoration to reverse wildfire trends” (Chapter 4, Discussion and
Em Conclusions). Also, it appears that the project has not accomplished
2 some of the fundamental goals it set out for. In particular, it will not

' achieve ecological integrity for federal lands {regardless of how poorly

defined the term is) nor will it provide species viability.

Concern about Spending Limits. The budget cap that appears to limit proposed spending on various programs
contained within alternatives is a significant concern. The notion of using a budget cap is problematic because it is
based on old and/or anticipated budget paradigms, not on current ecosystem needs and management opportunities.
Without full funding of programs (that is, resources to implement proposed actions sufficiently to achieve project
goals), the ability to successfully complete projects is in jeopardy. The project should have identified the levels of
activity needed and allowed policy makers and/or Congress decide how or whether to fully fund it.

Economic and Social Needs of People, Cultures, and Communities

Role of Economic Considerations. Federal lands play important roles in meeting economic and social needs. A
primary project goal is that the DEISs contribute 1o economic stability and potential for growth to the natural
resources industries and Jocal economies. That economic considerations are not teken seriously in any alternative is
demonstrated by the fact that no consideration of economic impacts to counties and communities is described.
Further, despite different management approaches, the same population projections are provided for all alternatives.
The DEISs need to contain a thorough analysis of social and ic impacts at the co ity level where
impacts are meaningful.

Treatment of Social and Economic Needs as Impact. 1t is apparent that the alternatives treat social and economic
components of the ecosystem as impacts instead of treating them as part of an integrated system that can have social
and economic, as well as ecological, management components. Furthermore, the amount of detaif and number of
specific economic and social programs within alternatives are conspicuously out of balance with other programs.
The following are examples:

= Chapter 3, Table 3-5, objectives addressing Economic Activity under Human Uses and Values contain only
seven objectives and one standard, HU-S2, which deals with coordinated fuel management plans.

e The objectives and standards lack innovative strategies within the alternatives to achieve ecosystem restoration
using methods that result in economic benefits.

+  Little or no assurance is provided to local communities that policies will assist them in being more
economically resilient or enhanced.

The DEIS alternatives need to include a variety of prog and policies to integrate social and economic factors
with other components of the ecosystem,

Assessment of Recreation Demand. The assessment of the demand for recreation on federal land is inadequate for
making informed recreation decisions, yet it implies there is an increasing demand for primitive and semi-primitive
recreation opportunities and nature-appreciative recreation and tourism. This focus is out of step with the fact that
most recreation demand is for developed facilities and access to resources. The demand for developed recreation
and increased access to federal resources will undoubtedly increase as the Basin’s population increases. Proposals

4
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for drastic road closures across federal lands are in conflict with projected increases in the value people piace on
access for recreation and the projected demand for motor touring. The DEIS alternatives need to include a number
of recreation approaches, including some that are consistent with the projected demand for developed
recreation and road-related activities.

Management of Roadless Areas. 1t was expected that roadless areas would be managed for best use consistent
with broad ecosystem goals. Management opportunities in roadless areas should not be restricted arbitrarily. RM-
S16, which would prevent road construction in roadless areas greater than 1,000 acres in size, is completely
inappropriate for any alternative because it rejects ecosystem principles and ignores scientific assessment. Rather,
location-specific decisions need to be made, considering risks and tradeofTs, and the landscape context (that is,
ecosystem analysis). It was expected that the.plan would designate active ecosystem management across the entire
non-wilderness forest land base and recognize the need for a dynamic approach.

Analysis of Et ic Imp The envir lc 3 section, while one of the most important sections
to decision makers and the public, is the weakest part of the DEISs. It does not contain enough infonnation to
convey a basic understanding of impacts. By its own admission, the project has deferred several analyses and

" impact descriptions until after the release of the DEISs, leaving many envir | conseq without being
fully described or evaluated. In the evaluation, only direct impacts on the forest products industry are mentioned,
when direct and indirect impacts together may be at ieast three times higher. Furthermore, there is no information
on payroll impacts, which, because of much higher than average wages, affects the forest products industry
disproportionately, especially compared with recreation. Job-for-job replacement will have serious impacts on local
economies. The data to fully assess these impacts needs to be incorporated into the plans.

There is no discussion of the potential impacts of reductions in timber-outputs on local governments. Even ata
gross level, this would have been an easy number for the project economists to generate. Some areas would have no
revenue at all under several of the alternatives. No mitigation to-assist local governments is proposed, and
assistance would need to be guaranteed for a long time period to account for impacts. The DEISs need to be revised
to include a thorough analysis of direct and indi ic and social imp at the local level. The DEISs
should also be revised to address appropriate mitigation measures.

The DEISs have not incorporated population fi prepared by the Bureau.of the Census. Instead, they include
internally generated ones, based on rapid population growth for a 2- or 3-year period at the:begianing of the decade.
What the DEISs failed to consider was the fact that almost half the counties in the region lost population between
1980 and 1990. Considering that the national economy is in better shape now than it has been in 2 long time, it is
very likely that long-term regional population growth has been overstated. The population impact analysis, which
shows no differences in impacts among altematives, needs to be revised to be consistent with changes in

- employment as well as diff in risks of phic events under the different aiternatives.

Sustainable and Predictable Levels of Products and Services

Timber harvest is an important driver in this ecosystem management project since it is a key tool in resolving forest
health probiems; in maintaining and ining healthy ecosy ; in facilitating vibrant economies and
communities; and in providing a funding source for these vital functions. Consequently, the public and the decision
makers will.want to know what harvest feveis can be expected from each DEIS alternative.

Experience with ecosystem demonstration projects indicates that forests can be managed simultaneously for timber

and other ecosystem values. The management experience relies on active silviculture to create desired broad-scale
forest patterns. Unfortunately, the DEISs do not pursue such a logical approach in any of its proposed action
alternatives. As a result, the DEISs fail at providing inable and predictable levels of products and services.

The Action Alternatives Do Not Meet the Project Purpose and Need

One of the two project need statements reads, “Sl:lpponing the economic and/or social needs of people, cultures, and
communities, and providing sustainable and predictable levels of products and services from Forest Service- and
BLM-administered lands.” Many stakeholders offered conditional support for this project, largely because this need
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statement appeared to capture the intent of the public scoping ¢c that were submitted. However, the DEISs
fail to include an action alternative that would meet this need upon implementation.

Sustainability. The need for sustainability of the levels of timber products and services has not been addressed in
the DEISs, either in the conventional sense or in a sense that includes “all parts of the ecosystem and to account for
the role of disturbance regimes in shaping how the ecosystem changes over time.” Certainly, the definition of
sustainability, as discussed during various stages of DEIS development, included the traditional definition.
However, the document states that “the Draft EIS did not account for the factors upon which conventional
sustainability of timber supply is based.” Therefore, the project has failed to meet the need by its own admission,

Predictability. Predictability of the levels of timber products and services is not addressed in the DEISs, either in

the proposed standards and guidelines, or in the evaluation of envir | conseq The dc states
that “predictability of timber benefits will be determined when the Preferred Alternative is incorporated into local
Forest Service and BLM land use plans.” Deferral of p dd g the predictability of timber production

to future decisions substantiates the claim that the DEISs have failed to meet the project need.

Skewed Range of Alternatives. The rule set for i among forest clusters appears

& F

biased against a full range of timber harvest alternatives, Of all the considered, only one,
Produce, permits a “high” level of timber harvest. However, it is uncertain whether a “iugh" level of harvest wouid
yield even the amount allowable under current plans. Moreover, Produce was assigned as a g

in only one case out of 30 possible action alternative and forest cluster combinations. This limitati contn'butes to
the low projections for timber outp

Commodity Ouiputs Are Too Low to Meet the Needs. The action alternatives lack acceptable levels of projected
timber harvest. The levels apparently were driven by ecological integrity analyses and management emphasis
designations that lacked socioeconomic input.

The extent of the projected reductions in timber supply clearly will result in significant economic impacts,
especially at some focal levels, and probably will cause the pro;ect to fail i in meeting its social and economic goals.
Low harvests will not be able to sustain many timber-d ies and the mills that support them.
Furthermore, there are no assurances of replacement mdusmes to mitigate direct and indirect economic impacts of
dwindling federal timber.

A successful plan would have provided acceptable and predictable levels of timber 1 flowsata
cost as an e} of ¥ Depending on the alternative and planning area, proj
in supply (on a volume basis) could range from zero to 80 percent.

d reductions

The graph shows the projected reductions in timber supply under
proposed action Alternatives 2 through 7. These projections are
compared to the volume of 2,800 million board feet that the existing
land use plans allow to be cut, prior to interim guidance. Itis
disappointing to note that federal forest lands in the project area have
not generated volume up to their potential over the last 10 years; they
have only generated 1,564 million board feet, on average, or about 56

e P87 percent of allowable. The amount of timber sold has rarely reached
[ W*:_’:*:::;“_y“”“ i public expectations or the allowable sale quantity.

The timber volume sold during 1996 dropped precipitously to only
756 million board feet, indicating further inability to meet plans and expectations. It is difficult to imagine future
timber sale performance achieving the projections of the DEISs, based on past results and the current declining
trend.

What are not shown by the graph are the p ial lative impacts to busi and local ies of
continued reductions in the federal nmbcr supply, on top of those reductions that have already occurred. The
problem of continued reductions is compounded by the past performance of the federal timber sale program.

Commercial Timber Harvest Is Not Incorporated into Forest Restoration Programs

6
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Commercial timber harvest is a forest restoration tool that should be recognized by the DEIS alternatives. It is
wrong, both technically and symbolically, to imply that commercial timber harvest and forest restoration are
incompatible. Restoration through commercial silviculture can be used to develop a socially accepted pattern of
disturbance that would allow forests to be healthy and that the citizen can support personally and financially.

The DEISs clearly state that commercial silviculture is not viewed as a restoration tool. But without that view,
forest restoration activities do not provide sufficient flows of merchantable raw materials. Also, the ability to
reduce fluctuations in supply that destabilize economic bases is lost. Furthermore, the DEISs’ treatment of
commercial silviculture is in direct conflict with land managers who recognize that without commercial incentives,
restoration actions would not be implemented.

The DEIS alternatives need to include commercial timber harvest in restoration strategies to increase the rate of
forest restoration through: 1) vegetation management, and 2) provision of funds for nonrevenue-generating
restoration activities. A well-honed ecosystem management plan should provide for the production of commodities
to simuitaneously sustain local economies and achieve ecosystem objectives while avoiding elaborate transition
strategies. The proposed objectives and standards for action alternatives lack innovative strategies to achieve
ecosystem restoration using commercial timber harvest methods that could result in social and economic benefits.

Economically viable timber sales for restoration of forest health would increase the percentage of bids awarded for
restoration work, provide greater receipts, be easier to contract, achieve forest plan objectives, improve forest
health, strengthen resource-based industries, and sustain resource-dependent communities.

Strategies for Minimizing the Cost of Impl ing Ecosy M Have Not Been Incorporated

The selected ecosystem management strategy should provide optimal achievement of ecosystem management goals
with the least cost. The project has not objectively assessed how to achieve forest ecosystem health goals in a cost-
effective manner. Commodity production could be an important means to offset restoration costs, while improving
environmental quality. Under existing federal land use plans, many ecosystem management programs, such as road
maintenance and recreation development, are paid for through the sale of natural resource commodities.

Evaluation of Net Costs. A balance between benefits and net costs is critical in assessing which alternative is best
for taxpayers. Where more than one strategy provides the same level of benefits and services, the one with the least
drain on taxpayers is best. However, there is no way to determine which proposed strategy is the most fiscally
responsible from the DEIS evaluation of alternatives. True costs of alternatives including net costs, risk factors,
ecosystem values, and opportunity costs are not accounted for.

Timber Sale Program. Economically viable timber sales are achieved when sales contain an optimal mix of
products, flexible terms, defined resuits, timely sale, appropriate purchaser discretion, and mutual trust. Inclusion
of large quantities of small trees (that is, government cost items to attain ecosystem management objectives) will
not be economical without just compensation. Sufficient value needs to be included in sales, or options to reject
low-value pulpwood and small diameter trees need to be provided when market demand is not favorable.

Important Constraints on Operational Timber Harvest Are Not Disclosed

Reductions in the probable timber sale quantity, above and beyond the already significant reductions projected in
Table 4-50, are expected, but have not been evaluated in the DEISs. The further reductions would result from
standards and guidelines to meet non-timber objectives. Examples of the envire tal conseq of such
guidance are: 1) reduced production from riparian areas caused by ambiguous protection standards and interagency
coordination requirements; 2) inoperable slivers of commercial timberland stranded between riparian setasides; 3)
reductions in the timber base from constraints aimed to create wildlife habitat; 4) limitations on per-acre yields from
standards that affect the size and amount of residual standing and down wood; 5) inaccessible timberlands resulting
from road decommissioning or restrictions on new construction; 6) restrictions on harvest methods for steep slopes,
landslide-prone areas, and sensitive lands; and 7) potential catastrophic losses of timberland due to passive

or inaction.

Projected Timber Q. ities Constrain Program Levels
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Scale and Resolution. The ability of this project to accurately estimate timber harvest acres and volumes is
severely limited. The broad scale of the project focuses on coarse resolution estimates that lack spatial gpecificity.
The timber harvest projections at this scale will have limited utility when high resolution or spatiai specificity are
required. Additionally, the forecasting tools have produced data of limited accuracy or unknown validiey. Itis
critical that the DEIS documents disclose the acouracy of the future timber harvest estimates.

Future Decisions and Analyses. It is important to ensure that the public and decision makers do not assume that
the timber harvest projections are management targets for any of the basin’s administrative units, or that they will
be used in any future decisions beyond this broad-scale, programmatic NEPA process.

‘The DEISs should make it clear that more sccurate, fine-scale timber harvest estimates and decisions shout the
actual management activity and timber output levels will be made at the forest or district fevel. They should explain
that fine-scale assessments of resource conditions and management opportunitiss should be based on a type and
accuracy of data that is beyond what the ICBEMP produced,

The proper place for timber supply decisions to be made is in the land use plan revision process, and during the
planning of individual projects based on site-level inventories and assessments. Unfortunately, the DEISs set
expestations for timber quantities, and establishes a de facto upper limit on the production of goods and services:
that is, 8 maximum threshold for production under 2l land use plans combined.

Implementation

Any scosystem managerent plan arising fom the current DEIS alternatives will not be implementable. With far
too much basig i in thecory and phslosophy, the p!ans vision for implementability has not been achieved.

Impedi © imp are di d in this section.
Complexity of the Propesed Plans
It would be extremely difficult for anyone pting to imnpl the selected plans to grasp the pieces and parts,

and how they fit together with other planning and pohcy d:recnves A single integrated, comprehensive plan is not
apparent in any of the documents. An ordinary human would have difficulty addressing all the required actions and
considerations without being subjected to criticism or being accused of failure.

Issues of scale confound implementation. The logic for applying management directives, which vary in specificity
among the various planning scales, defies understanding, even by the most studious observers. §
decisions m be made at the sub-basin, administrative unit, and watershed scales would be handxcapped by the

poorly d d pts and data i i ies in the broad-scale plan.

Objectives, Standards, and Guidelines That Are Ambig Unsupported by Sciy or Conflict with One
Anather

Ambigrous. Many of the objectives and standards are too vague or diffi cult to mtcrpret effecnvely The lack of
clear guidance to focal managers in proposed alternatives would result in i application of the selected

ecosystem management plan across the project area. Explicit broad-scale management direction is lacking in
numerous areas, including fire and fuels management, road performance criteria, wildlife objectives, restoration
prescriptions that incorporate timber harvest, and timber salvage prescriptions.

Unsupported by Science. The Scientific Assessment failed to resolve too many scientific questions; however,
proposed alternatives contain management standards that would require actions in spite of conflicting science.
Examples of these eonflicts include the following:

»  Fhe SIT concludes that “loss of soil organic matter and coarse wood... [is] 2 major cause of decreased and
degraded soil productivity” (Chapter 4), et it finds that “levels of carbon and nutrients tied up in woody
material...are higher than they were historically” (Chapter 2).

= The DEISs propose “conservative inferim levels” of minimum coarse woody debris volumes (Chapter 43, yet
valid research suggests that the “minimum interim levels...may be higher than levels found in natural
conditions” {Chapter 4).
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e Although “precise relationships between the amount and quality of habitat and future species populations are
uncertain” (Chapter 4), Terrestrial and Aquatic Species and Habitats objectives and standards impose restrictive
species-habitat management direction.

o Wide riparian buffers are suggested in Table 3-5, Aquatic/Riparian Strategies, and in the Appendix entitled,
Direction for RCAs and RMOs, but they have never been fully justified on the basis of wildlife species/habitats,
microclimate, or wildfire risk.

o The DEISs indicate that active restoration is the best way to achieve ecosystem integrity and resiliency goals,
but then indicate that the risk of watershed degradation is directly related simply to the amount of management
activity.

The alternatives contain too many unknown environmental consequences of proposed standards for important

objectives to be achieved reliably. One example is the uncertainty of proposed riparian area setbacks. Management

constraints within large buffers have unknown conseq on the inability and predictability of goods and
services, including the area of available commercial forestland, forest operational inefficiencies, and recreational
impacts.

Conflict with One Another. Many of the objectives and standards in the Terrestrial Strategies described in Table 3-
5 aim to achieve more resilient conditions of vegetative structure, stand density, species composition, etc.; however,
objectives and standards in Aquatic/Riparian Strategies and Terrestrial and Aquatic Species and Habitats, for
example, standards HA-S1 through HA-S8, would impose constraints or would require management actions that
would create conflicting or inconsistent landscape conditions. The plans need to include clear management
direction for dealing with the tradeoffs and consequences of conflicting management direction. Without a means
for assessing and/or managing for multiple ecological risks simultaneously, managers will not be equipped to
handle the conflicts.

Gridlock Caused by Analysis Paralysis, Deferred Decisions, and Burdensome Interagency Coordination

Implementation of the selected alternative would be mired in continued gridlock. Too many future studies are

dated before g t actions could be taken. Too many management decisions have been deferred that
would have to be confronted again at a later time. Too much consultation with agencies without land management
expertise is mandated.

The Implementing Ecosystem Management objectives and standards for sub-basin review described in EM-0O3 and
EM-S1 through EM-$4 will not work. Specifically, a subbasin-level “validation process” for the three-year-long
ICBEMP Scientific Assessment cannot be completed in a “brief two- to three-week review,” especially if “existing
information from all appropriate sources, including tribes, counties, states, etc. shall be used.” Proposed sub-basin
review as described will fail for several reasons: 1) time required for intergovernmental coordination and data
acquisition atone will greatly exceed 2 to 3 weeks; 2) data input from new sources at this mid-scale has a
probability of near zero of validating the broad-scale analysis due to data inconsistencies that prevent aggregation
and disaggregation; 3) the time and cost of sub-basin review will prevent the effective implementation of ecosystem
management in a timely fashion; and 4) although the DEIS calls for collaboration with the regulatory agencies, past
experience clearly indicates that this is not possible. As proposed, the review is neither realistic nor feasible
without negatively impacting plan implementation.

The proposed plans rely too much on ecosystem analysis for solving management conflicts that cannot be resolved
at the broad scale. Ecosystem analysis has undisputed technical merit; however, it is unlikely that resources will be
available to conduct it at a rate sufficient to keep pace with desired restoration management activities. Furthermore,
there is no clear process for modifying objectives and standards, such as those for management activities in RCAs,
through ecosystem analysis.

The time allotments, necessary resources, and analytical expectations for sub-basin review and ecosystem analysis
are too open-ended for dependable implementation.

Overreliance on Top-Down, Prescriptive Standards
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It is inappropriate for this programmatic EIS to rely as heavily as it does on standards, white choosing to be light on
guidelines. Overreliance on prescriptive standards imposes one-size-fits-all management across the project area,
and threatens the ability of local managers to address local conditions and implement appropriate, timely actions.

Programmatic guidance by its very nature should preciude the incorporation of standards. Even the case law cited
in the DEISs [Sierra Club v. Robertson, 28 F 3d 753 (8th Cir, 1994)] states that a programmatic plan “establishes
basic guidelines.” Without increasing reliance on guidelines, which offer management consistency without
excluding innovation, the standard-driven alternatives as proposed will not achieve the intended ecosystem
management objectives.

No Incentives for Modifying Defawlt Standards

The DEISs rely on monitoring and evaluation through adaptive management to modify default and other
unsupported standards to fit local conditions. However, experience through FEMAT and interim broad-scale
guidance for federal land management suggests that it is more convenient for local managers to follow the status
quo than to initiate and substantiate change in management objectives and standards, A local manager is likely to
be professionally challenged for attempting change, unless the manager can readily prove the benefit. However,
managers are rewarded for following the status guo. More often than not, if management direction does not
explicitly condone an action, the action, regardless of its desirability, will not be taken. The default management
mode for not initiating change is no management. The DEISs fail to remove interim guidance, and also lack
performance-driven, functionally-based approaches to resource management and firm grounding in ecosysterm
principies. All alternatives remain simply refinements to PACFISH and INFISH interim strategics. These strategies
should be replaced with performance and functionally-based approaches.

Ability to Provide Clear Management Guidance. The project Charter indicates that the DEISs would provide clear
overall management guidance, yet would be flexible enough to permit site-specific management actions prescribed
by resource specialists on the ground. A few objectives, standards and guidelines appear to have achieved this dual
goal: however, most lack the ability to measure success in meeting goals, are vague or without clear purpose, or
create management conflicts. Specific examples include the following:

o Lacks measurement—HA-O2 reads, “In all habitat management activities, recognize the impartance of species
functions, native species assemblages, centers of biodiversity, endemic plants and animals, rare plants and
animals, disjunct vertebrates, and species that occur at the edge of their ranges.”

*  Vague—HU-O7 states, “contribute to economic diversity...”

e Without clear purpose—-the Guidelines for Objective T5-02 (TS$-G1 to TS-(24) provide little or no real
guidance to assist the forcst inanager in implementing a defined fire management strategy

s Creates conflicts—The HA-S6 provision for closed canopy corridors of larz: trees will reduce habitat access
for species requiring open habitats for migration (for example, big-horned sheep).

Current alternative descriptions and themes contain language so indiscriminate and vague that it supports almost
any potential management action or outcome, regardless of whether apparent conflicts with other activities or
ecosystem goals are created. Assurances are needed so that planned projects, including the timber harvest and
commodity production programs, are based upon mecting both ecolagical objectives and upon socially acceptable
and legally sound processes to ensure their implementation.

Legal Compliance

The DEISs Violate the National Forest Manag Act and the National Envi ! Policy Act

This section highlights some, but does not exhaustively discuss all, of the legal flaws of the ICBEMP strategy and
DEISs. Legal issues are significant ones. The legat faults discussed in this section, and all those raised elsewhere
in this testimony, must be addressed by the [CBEMP before successful plans can be implemented.

The DEISs Fail to Provide Targets for Forest Level Resource Outputs or to Reveal How they Will Affect the
Existing Schedule of Forest Level Resource Owtputs. The ICBEMP strategy and DEISs contain severa fatal legal
defects. The most fundamental flaw is elevating ecosystem management principles above multiple resource outputs

1o



124

to the point that resource outputs at the forest level are treated as a residual product of ecosystem restoration. The
taw prohibits placing resource outputs in a back-seat role. Ecosystem management is the means to achieve resource
outputs rather than the “end” itself. Relegating resource outputs as an afterthought of ecosystem restoration is at
odds with the purpose for which the aational forests were created under the Organic Act of 1897, with the Multiple-
Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 {(MUSY), the Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA), and National Forest
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA).

The USFS has strenuously argued and courts have agreed that there is no legal mandate to produce a particular
level of resource outputs from the national forests. However, even if there is no legal mandate to produce a specific
tevel of timber or other resource outputs, that does not mean that tputs can be ignored or be considered
as merely the “effects” of ecosystem management. Rather, the purpose of planning is to set resource output targets.
While the ICBEMP strategy professes to strive to provide a predictable leve! of resource outputs as a purpose and
need of the DEISs, there is little eise in the DEISs related to this important purpose and need. The law leaves the
ICBEMP no choice. It must develop alternatives that in a schedule for the production of commodity resource
outputs.

Not only must the alternatives be designed to produce outputs, but the outputs must be expressed for an individual
national forest. Congress recognized these significant flaws of the DEISs in the Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriation Act for FY 1998 when it directed the Secretaries to prepare a report containing the “estimated
production of goods and services from gach unit of the Federat lands for the first 5 years” of the project before the
EIS is finalized.

As it stands now, the ICBEMP strategy and DEISs are a significant amendment to the forest plans. Consequently,
the documents must comply with the forest planning requirements. Specifically, unless the decisions in the DEISs
are limited to changes in the Regional Guide, the DEISs must comply with the “ forest planning-process”
requirements, which require that planning alternatives “ reflect to the extent practicable the full range of major
commodity and environmental resource use and values that could be produced from the forest.

The DEISs must reorder their priorities to focus on how to produce tp Establishing resource output
targets must be what drives the DEISs, or, at least resource output targets must be consxdered on the same p!ane as
ecosystem management. The DEISs must produce forest-level i on exp P

the allowable sale quantity of timber.

The ICBEMP Strategy and DEISs Are Based Upon Legally Insufficient Inventories and Data, The DEISs rely
on incomplete data that cannot be integrated to support future planning. The data that is used oversimplifies and

misclassifies resources. Indices such as ecological integrity are based on surrogate data such as road density, and
fail to include essential data about road type, location, and age. The data problems are widespread.

Because the DEISs amend forest plans, they must comply with the inventory data and information collection
requirements. The regulations require that “the Supervisor will assure that the interdisciplinary team has access to
the best available data. This may require that special inventories or studies be prepared”. Planning is part of an
iterative process that supports later project decisions and the Resources Planning Act Program and Assessment, so
the data used in planning must be readily transferable to other levels of planning. Not only does this make good
sense, but this is required by the NFMA.

The regulations impl ing the National Envirc | Policy Act aiso require the use of high quality
information so that accurate smentlf ic analysis can occur. The DEISs must collect and use data that will support
subsequent forest plan amendments and revisions. Only then will the EISs be capable of assessing the effect of its

decisions on individual forests.

The DEISs Hlegally Adept the Management Standards. The resource dards are central decisions in the
DEISs. However, the DEISs defer the disclosure and analysis of the consequences of adopting the standards to the
forest plans. NEPA and NFMA do not permit this disjointed analysis for two very important reasons. First, the
consequences of the DEIS decisions must be disclosed to ensure informed public comment on the decisions.
Second, the knowledge of consequences is essential for an informed decision. While there might be some support
for ignoring the analysis of forest-level c« for the d of a regional guide, to the extent that the

q
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DEISs amend forest plans, those consequences must be examined at the time of the amendment. That time is now,
not years after the DEISs’ Records of Decision are signed.

For example, the ICBEMP does not know if the land suitable for timber production will be reduced by the
standards, nor is it pursuing this information. The DEISs explain that “figures for acres of suitable timber in
individual plans, as amended by the anticipated decision from this DEIS, will be adjusted when the plans are
revised” (Chapter 1). NFMA requires that the analysis of suitable lands occurs when they are designated unsuitable
for timber production. The riparian area standards have been reviewed and it appears that riparian conservation
areas will encompass a vast portion of most watersheds. The decision to designate so much land as unsuitable for
timber production must at least comply with NFMA. NEPA requires that DEISs reveal the direct, indirect and
cumulative effects of the decisions. The reduction in land suitable for timber production is the direct result of the
adoption of riparian standards, which in turn directly affects the allowable sale quantity.

The DEISs also fail to analyze the effect of standards on the allowable sale quantity. The DEISs state, “By the time
plan revisions occur the Forests and BLM Districts will have experience with applying the objectives and standards
from the anticipated record of decision and will be able to make more realistic adjustments to allowable sale
quantities” (Chapter 1). Even if it is erroneously assumed that standards prevail over outputs under NFMA, the law
clearly does not hold that in adopting standards the potential affect on outputs can be ignored.

The ICBEMP does not have the data, models, and capability to estimate the effects of the proposed resource
management standards on fish and wildlife, catastrophic wildfire, suitable timberland, or the allowable sale
quantity. Therefore, the DEISs must not contain standards and should instead adopt a limited set of guidelines for
subsequent forest planning.

Action Needed to Remedy the Legal Insufficiency of the DEISs

The USFS and BLM must produce a legally sufficient and workable ICBEMP strategy. This leaves the agencies
with only two options: 1) they can significantly change the DEISs and publish supplements; or 2) they can
withdraw the DEISs and proceed with forest plan amendments as required by NFMA. Moving directly to publish
final EISs is not an option given the major faults with the [ICBEMP strategy and DEISs.

The first option is to rewrite the DEISs and publish supplements. To be legally sufficient, the rewritten documents
must move in one of two directions. The DEISs must either be rewritten as much more general, guiding documents
to facilitate the detailed analysis that will follow in forest plans or the DEISs must be rewritten as much more
detailed, site-specific EISs that contain the analysis needed to support the decisions being made. The more generai
DEIS supplements must not contain standards and must be like Regional Guides rather than Regional Plans. More
detailed DEISs must contain a forest-level analysis of suitable lands, allowable sale quantity, and sustained-yield of
timber to accompany any standards that the DEISs adopt.

The second option is to revise or significantly amend forest plans. The ICBEMP has no way around significant
amendments to the forest plans because the end of the 10-year life of the plans is fast approaching, and NFMA
requires that the Secretary review the land classified unsuitable for timber production in the plans “at least every 10
years and shall return these lands to timber production whenever he determines that conditions have changed so that
they have become suitable for timber production”.

1 hope these comments are helpful to you in your review of the ICBEMP. Thank you for this opportunity to provide
testimony.
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Executive Summary

The social and economic information and analysis contained in the Upper Columbia
River Basin Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) released in May 1997 contains two
major conclusions. First, smaller, resource-dependent rural economies and social systems are not
diversified and will be impacted by changing public land policies. Conversely, larger, regional
economies and social systems are more diversified and will absorb the impacts of changing
public land policies. Second, the majority of the social and economic changes currently
occurring in the Basin are due to forces beyond the control of federal agencies. The social
organization of rural communities and the changing economic structure of the West are partially
due to the presence of federal public lands, but the policies implemented on those lands have a
minimal role to play in ongoing changes.

A great deal of analysis is conducted and presented in the DEIS and its background
documentation to support these overall conclusions. However, they are fundamentally at odds
with one another. This inconsistency prevents the authors of the DEIS from actually assessing, in
any concrete fashion, the social and economic implications of ecosystem management (ESM) for
Idaho and the rest of the Basin. A concrete assessment of policies like ESM requires an
admission that such policies are inextricably tied to the social and economic organization of
communities.

Our major concern with ESM is its potential impact on social and economic stratification.
The DEIS identifies counties that will certainly experience significant change, and this change is
very likely to produce increased social and economic stratification within and between Idaho
communities. Data and analysis are presented that only hint at this issue, but it is sidestepped in

the DEIS. Ultimately, the enormous effort to gather and analyze social and economic data, the
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resources used to hire outside researchers, and the overwhelming task of gathering citizen input

is wasted in the DEIS. Our core conclusions are presented below.
Core Conclusions

1) The DEIS and its supporting documentation contain a comprehensive and detailed effort to

describe the social and economic context of ecosystem management. This constitutes the
greatest agency effort with these issues that we have seen.

2} The DEIS is approximately 1300 pages in length. The supporting documents we thought
important in understanding the social and economic assessments total approximately 2800
pages. Idaho citizens should not be asked to read over 4000 pages of material to gain an

understanding of the implications of proposed federal land management policies.

()
2

The social and economic anatyses in the DEIS are not used to draw conclusions about the
impacts of ecosystem management on rural communities and their social or economic
systems. The strongest conclusion in the DEIS is that “economically vulnerable areas are
expected to bear the most social and economic costs of changing land management
strategies” (DEIS, Summary, p. 31). We conclude that a 4000 page effort is not necessary to
reach such an obvious conclusion.

4

<

The community resiliency seales that form the heart of the social assessment should be
removed from the DEIS. The authors pool responses from non-random samples of
community “feaders™ in order to calculate these measures. Non-random samples of 3 to 9
“leaders” per community is an invalid statistical basis for their additional analysis, even
across the broad area of the Basin. The authars make no attempt to statistically validate their

approach, and instead describe the community data as if it were a regional sample (DEIS, Ch.
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2:191). As presented, the community resiliency data does not meet minimum empirical
standards for social science research, and all analysis in the DEIS derived from it should be
withdrawn,

A useful analysis of the resiliency data will recognize the limitations inherent in the
approach. A valid analysis of this data could be conducted, and would provide insight into
the community social organization of the Basin. However, as this data is analyzed and
presented in the DEIS and supporting documents, it is without empirical merit.

The economic assessment relies heavily on non-market measures to estimate economic

benefits. These “willing to-pay” esti are used throughout the DEIS vet none of the
estimates are actually derived from within the Basin. It strikes us as opportunistic that such
estimates are used to estimate the economic benefits of proposed actions, but social costs
such as reduced economic opportunities, increased social stratification, and the elimination of
jobs that pay a “living wage” could not also be estimated.

The overall approach to economics in the DEIS is heavily biased toward the fashionable
judgement that recreation ought to be the industry of the futare for rural Idaho. This is as
much a matter of normative tone as it is of empirical method. More importantly, no
consistent economic methods are applied across industries, including recreation, in order to
compare outcomes from any of the alternatives. For example, economic multipliers are
provided for mining, ranching and timber, but not for recreation.

All jobs and industries are treated alike in the DEIS. The implications of differences in pay,
type of work, and location are not addressed. In addition, industry structure is not
considered. Seasonality of jobs, lack of healtﬁ benefits, and fiscal implications for local

government are not addressed in the DEIS.
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8) No attempt is made to account for differing locations of economic activity. Just as all jobs

9

—r

and industries are not comparable, the money derived from economic aclivities is not spread
evenly between communities. Where people earn money and where they spend it has direct
implications for understanding such industries as ranching, agriculture, recreation and
mining. This issue is ignored in the DEIS.

Finally, the overall point of the social and economic assessment appears to be that most
communities [and most of the population] are sufficiently “resilient” to absorb whatever
policy alternatives are implemented. This frame of reference addresses only half of the
pertinent question. The other half of the question, which is sorely neglected in the DEIS,
asks what impacts those policies might have for the overall social and economic well being
of Idaho communities. More directly. a clear implication of ESM is a shift in the Jocal and
regional distribution of economic and social benefits from public lands. Changing travel
patterns, the focus on “restoration jobs”, and the uncritically generous estimation {nr1j of jobs
from recreation are all choices made by the authors during the policy analysis. These choices
gloss over how those policies will redistribute social and economic opportunities. Shifting
rural economies to a higher number of lower paying jobs might well cause the migration of
young people out of the area seeking better opportunities, and encourage the in-migration of
the financially enabled seeking amenity experiences. Such a shift will significantly alter the
social and economic landscape of communities in Idaho. Issues such as these are not

addressed in the DEIS.

Given these general conclusions, the DEIS offers little insight into how ecosystem management

will affect Idaho communities and the state as a whole. We agree with an outside reviewer,
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commenting on the evaluation of the alternatives: “Is this all we can say after two years of

work?”
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Introduction

The social and economic assessments contained in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Upper Columbia River Basin Ecosystem Management Project could provide an
excellent contribution to our knowledge of rural communities in both Idaho and the affected area.
Federal agencies rarely, if ever, undertake assessments of social and economic conditions at this
scale, or with this level of detail. Given the scope of this project, the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) represents an unprecedented effort on the part of its authors.

Despite the effort, the DEIS actually says very little about potential social and economic
outcomes of ecosystem management (ESM). Therefore, we evaluate both the DEIS and the
methods and data used in its supporting documentation. Much of the information in the DEIS
and other documents is interesting, but of little use in evaluating alternatives. Therefore, we
focus our critique on those areas we feel require additional work in order for the DEIS to become

an effective document.

Social Assessment

The social assessment contained in the DEIS may form an excellent contribution to our
unde:standing of rural communities in the affected area. A considerable amount of primary and
secondary data is presented and analyzed. We focus on the primary community data because it
plays a central role in the social assessment as presented in the DEIS.

Many of the conceptual pieces necessary for a community assessment are present in the
resiliency framework of the DEIS. Important community dimensions like cohesion, autonomy,
and quality of life are included. However, when viewed as a whole, the conceptual framework is

haphazard. Many dimensions of community action known to contribute to a community’s ability
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to absorb change are not included. Community integration, social networks, community power

structures, stratification, and ethnicity are obvious in the literature and are easily implemented.
We focus on how the empirical information is gathered, analyzed, and presented in the

DEIS. Socioeconomic resiliency plays a prominent role in the social assessment and we focus |

our evaluation on its empirical validity.
Socioeconomic Resiliency

The DEIS defines resiliency as “ The ability of a community to respond to externally
induced changes such as larger economic or social forces” (DEIS, Ch. 2:160). This definition is
a contortion of a variety of sociological ideas. Outside reviewers contended that resiliency is
actually a renaming of the “ community capacity” concept used in the FEMAT process (FEMAT,
1993). The authors even state that it is “ similar to the concept of community capacity” (DEIS,
Ch. 2:195). Resiliency actually sounds like a direct appropriation of a much older sociological
term: “ community action” which is a capacity that emerges from an adequate social foundation
for community (Wilkinson, 1991). Perhaps the choice of terms can be interpreted as an attempt
to mirror the general ecological concept of resiliency. As measured in the DEIS, socioeconomic
resiliency has two basic components: economic resilieﬁcy and community resiliency. Each is

dealt with separately.

Economic Resiliency

Economic resiliency is apparently defined very much like general resiliency (Quigley and
Arbelbide: 1810). We find little in the DEIS to separate economic resiliency from the economic

diversity measures employed in the supporting documentation. Two estimates of economic
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diversity are employed in the social assessment. One is derived from county data and the other
from community-level data.

The county data is derived from the IMPLAN database and is from 1991 (Quigley and

Arbelbide: 1810). Using this data, diversity is r d via the Shannon-Weaver index. This
index ranges from 0.0 to 1.0, where values close to 1.0 indicate the highest possible diversity,
and values close to 0,0 indicate very low diversity. This index is commonly used in ecology for
estimating different types of diversity given the number and abundance of species.

The Shannon-Weaver index is used to categorize counties in the affected area, and is
assumed to correlate highty with resiliency. The working assumption is that highly diverse local
economies will rebound from change better and/or faster than those economies with limited
diversity. This is intuitively appealing but it is not placed into an overall framework to test the
proposed alternatives, nor are its implications for community well-being explored. This
approach assumes that having a large number of sectors in a community implies that people can
readily move from one sector to another in the event of economic change. Occupational mobility
of this type does take place in communities, and produces three general choices for people in
idaho. First, they can choose to move into one or more low-wage, seasonal jobs in service
sectors. Second, if they have sufficient capital and the appropriate skills, they might start their
own business. Third, they can move to another community. in our experience, it is rare to see
recently unemployed timber workers or ranch hands immediately find work at the same rate of
pay in their community. In addition, the temporal dimension of the implied occupational
mobility is not discussed. Approximately how long should people wait between jobs?

The community economic diversity data is calculated from phone book entries for local

businesses, which are counted and then employment numbers from other sources (including
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IMPLAN) are allocated algebraically to those businesses (Harris, Brown, and McLaughlin:60-
61). The community data is from 1995. This data is also used in the DEIS to compare the
perceptions of community leaders about their local economy to the “ actual economic profiles of
each community” (DEIS, Ch. 2:198). However, this exercise clarifies nothing about
communities. In addition, the data are “ ground truthed” by some of the same people asked to
identify the dependency of the community. Thus, some of the sources for the * ground truthing”
are then described as having an inaccurate understanding of their local economics. Ultimately, it
is unclear from the DEIS which measure, county or community, is used to calculate the overall

socio-economic resiliency discussed in the DEIS.

Community Resiliency

Community resiliency plays a major role in the social assessment. As mentioned above,
this term is redundant after community capacity, but appears to be used because it sounds
ecological. We find this portion of the DEIS particularly troubling. The conceptual and
theoretical issues presented in the DEIS and supporting documentation are almost adequate.
What troubles us more is the empirical veracity, particularly the statistical validity, of the
measures used to evaluate communities. One reviewer mentioned that the overall approach is
common for projects of this size and scope, but empirical and statistical limitations inherent in
such an approach are usually respected (Krannich, 1997). They were not respected in the
community assessment for the DEIS.

The community assessment relies on two assumptions we think are invalid. We critique
each assumption by evaluating its empirical validity. Again, the concepts and theories applied

are not at issue here: the empirical validity of the analysis is the issue.
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Assumption 1: The first assumption is that opinions from community “ leaders”
adequately represent or mirror the opinions of all community members. Rural community
researchers recognize that the use of opinion leaders or key informants is a valid approach for
many research settings, but we also recognize the limitations inherent in the approach. Assuming
that key informants’ opinions mirror those of the general population requires some form of

statistical test to establish its validity. Consider the situation where leaders or others are not

repr: ative of c¢ ity members: both research conclusions and, potentially, public
policies will be erroneous (see Nix, Singh, and Cheatham, 1974; Molnar and Smith, 1982;
Krannich and Humpbhries, 1986; Allen and Gibson, 1987; Ayres and Potter, 1989; Lewis, 1990;
Bridger and Maines, 1992; Luloff and Hodges, 1992). The scope of this research (198
communities) makes this assumption inherently dangerous. Yet, the researchers providing the
community data for the DEIS defend this assumption on two grounds.

1} The authors argue that gathering the opinions of community “opinion leaders” is valid
because the alternative is to ask other people who are not as knowledgeable about their
community. This point is made as follows:

“The intent of the process was to gather as accurate and valid information from

community residents as possible, and it was assumed that active and involved

citizens would be the most knowledgeable and thus provide the most accurate

description of their communities” characteristics and conditions. (The alternative

would be to collect information from less involved or uninvolved residents whose

input would be based on ignorance or, worse, misinformation. An analogy would

be wanting to obtain specific medical and legal information and trying to get it

from *the man on the street” instead of a doctor or a lawyer.)” (Harris, Brown,

McLaughlin:54) {Emphasis ours}.

The key informants were sought from a list of eight roles in a community. These ranged from

elected officials 10 someone involved in historical preservation, to a newcomer (arrived within

the last three years). As social scientists, we find it alarming that any group of key informants

11
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are automatically categorized as knowledgeable (including *‘newcomers” ) simply because a
researcher interviews them, while the entire remainder of the community is labeled as “ignorant™
because they were not interviewed. Again, the researchers explicitly ignored both the
professional literature and the peer reviewers in pursuing this strategy and point of view. No
where in the DEIS or its documentation is this approach or point of view critically evaluated.

2) The researchers also assert that these leader’s opinions alone are valid by citing a study
of Chelan County, Washington. The demographic characteristics of those interviewed in Chelan
County are compared to those of a survey sample of county residents. The authors concluded
that the characteristics are sufficiently alike and therefore the opinions of leaders are adequately
similar to residents. Three important issues are not addressed by this argument. First, we
examined the Chelan County study and find that questions directly comparable between it and
the community resiliency scale are few. The authors’ assertion of comparability is severely
reduced accordingly. Essentially they insist that because the demographics are alike, then the
opinions are alike. This is patently wrong. Second, this analysis is conducted for only one
county in the study area. This begs the question of how representative Chelan County is to the
remainder of the UCRB. Again, this constitutes an enormous assumption on the part of the
authors. The tenuous nature of this assumption was highlighted by an outside reviewer, and the
authors chose to sidestep the criticism. Third, the survey used to support the assumption that
leaders and residents * agree” on community issues has two weaknesses that eliminate its utility.
The response rate on the survey was 32% - this data is clearly below accepted standards for
general sample, survey research and its conclusions are likewise statistically invalid. In addition,
60% of the respondents identified Wenatchee as their primary community, though it represents

about 53% of the Chelan County’s population. Accepted approaches to rural community surveys
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usually increase the sample size in small comrnunities to insure its adequacy. In this study, the
opposite holds true and the largest community is over sampled. These issues lead us to argue
that this survey is invalid as is the assertion that Chelan County, Washington is representative of
the entire Basin.

Assumption (Nr4)2: The second vital assumption in the social resiliency work is that data
gathered from a small group of “opinion leaders” can be used as if it were a statistically valid
sample. The researchers have 198 purposive or nonrandom samples drawn with very small
numbers from each community. We find no evidence that these samples were then tested to
prove they could be pooled or aggregated. Accepted procedure would be to either explicitly test
these samples to see if they are drawn from the same population, or to draw inference only with
respect to a particular community and avoid comparisons between communities. There are a
handful of procedures useful in this situation (O’Brian, 1991). One reviewer made such a
suggestion, and went so far as to include a copy of a paper on how to evaluate small sample
statistical validity (Krannich, 1997; Krannich and Humphries, 1986). These suggestions were
ignored and the data used in the DEIS were simply added together to form a pool of over 1300
respondents. Statistical analyses were then performed on these data and used to create
community resiliency scales. These scales were not used in the DEIS at the community level.
To avoid the certain public anger this would engender, the scales were aggregated to the county
level. We argue that the statistical basis of these resiliency scales is invalid. Whether or not to
pool this data, let alone aggregate it to the county level as done in the DEIS, is a statistical
decision subject to statistical tests. The DEIS uses invalid data to categorize communities and
the people that live in them. This data should be withdrawn until such 2 time that its validity is

adequately determined and the limitations of the approach used are recognized and respected.
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Economic Assessment

Estimating the benefits and costs of alternative management strategies for an area this
extensive presents some problems. The scope of the alternatives, the length of the planning
horizon (50 years) and the geographic area to be covered potentially expose the DEIS to many
criticisms. However, we believe that four critical issues relating to the economic assessment
need to be raised and addressed through this review. First, the evaluation of long term benefits
and costs is biased due to the heavy reliance upon non-market measures of economic benefit.
Second, there is no provision for including estimates of costs (market or non-market, agency or
private, direct or indirect) in the analysis. Third, and most critical, the tabulation of benefits
includes no estimate of when they will accrue to society during the 50 year planning horizon nor
are they discounted to present value terms. Fourth, the DEIS makes significant, and we believe
erroneous, assumptions about how community economies function. These four points are

covered in the following discussion.
Non-Market Benefits

Estimates of willingness-to-pay are often used to value items which have no direct ties to
market transactions. Items such as carbon storage, various classes of recreation, roadless areas,
air quality and others are valued using these approaches in both the supplementary documents
and in the DEIS. We will not question the magnitude of non-market values included in the
paper, but will attempt to address some of the methodological issues behind them, as well as the
implications of their eventual use in determining policy in the DEIS. Values used in the analysis
for roadless areas are derived from published reports by Walsh et al. (1996) and Pope and Jones
(1990). Willingness-to-pay values from these studies are apparently expressed in terms of dollars

per person and ranged from $37/person to $65/person. It is unclear from the report whether these
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values are annual willingness-to-pay or a total for the planning horizon (50 years). Willingness-
to-pay values for recreational use (13 different recreational activities displayed values ranging
from $2.39 to $54.66/person activity day), carbon storage and range, as well as timber and wood
chips are also presented and used to detive a “market basket” value per acre for BLM- and FS-
administered lands in the region. This approach results in non-market values dominating the
total value prescribed for the different market baskets. In other words, roadless existence values
account for 47 % of the total 1995 value of the market basket from BLM- and FS-administered
lands in the Basin. By comparison, timber accounts for 11.50 % of the total.

When values of this magnitude are derived from non-market items, policy makers should
be aware of their source. First, roadless area values are implied from a national study and a study
in Utah (Walsh, et al., 1996; Pope and Jones, 1990). It is uncertain whether these values are
within the realm of possibility for the Basin. As is stated in the paper “There are no estimates of
the willingness-to-pay for the existence value of unroaded areas in the ... Basin” (Quigley and
Arbelbide:1821). Second, there may be substantial differences between stated and actoal
willingness-to-pay figures. A recent study by Loomis et al. (1996) states “The results reject
equality of hypothetical and actual willingness-to-pay, but the differences are smaller than in
other experiments with hypothetical WTP being two times larger than actual WTP” (p. 450) [our
emphasis]. In other words, people have a tendency to overstate their willingness-to-pay until it
comes time to make a market decision. Does this mean that we automatically deflate
willingness-to-pay values used in the paper and the DEIS by a factor of two? Until studies are
completed within the Basin in relation to roadiess areas with the goal of determining actual
willingness-to-pay, we do not know. Are people 'actually willing to pay an additional $65/person

through taxes or user fees to support roadless areas?
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Willingness-to-pay estimates are provided for range livestock grazing, even though there
are market transactions in the livestock area which could be used to estimate these values. Hof,
et al. (1989) attempted to apply contingent valuation to address public land forage values. Their
conclusion is that this technique is not applicable to public forage due to response bias in terms
of both price and quantity of the resource. In terms of market transactions, USDA-National
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) reports private grazing lease rates for dry land grazing in
most of the western states on an annual basis. Lease rates reported for Oregon and Idaho are
presented in the following table. It would appear that these values are more defensible than the
“personal communication” citation from the Forest Service in the DEIS.

Table 1. Private land lease rates for Oregon and Idaho, 1992-1996. ($/AUM)

Year Oregon Lease Rate Idaho Lease Rate Average
1992 9.28 9.49 9.39
1993 9.75 9.25 9.50
1994 9.00 9.70 9.35
1995 10.20 10.10 10.15
1996 10.00 10.20 10.10

5 Year Average 9.64 9.85 9.75

Source: USDA-NASS. Agricultural Prices various issues.

Finally, the contingency valuation issue raises a sociological point. Recent research notes
that willingness to pay for two public goods (saving sea birds from oil spills, and teaching
English to immigrants) fell by over half when respondents were reminded that payment would be
spread out over millions of households (Green, Kahneman, and Kunreuther, 1994). The
researchers note: “When alerted to the fact that funding for the non-market good was to be a
collective effort, subjects apparently recognized that people are under greater obligation to
contribute something, but less obligation to contribute something substantial” (p. 64). They
conclude that WTP estimates are better viewed as attitudes toward the good in question, rather
than as reservation prices for that good. With respect to the EIS, the use of WTP numbers to
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establish estimates for the actual value of natural resources remains an open question. We argue
that the estimates reflected in the DEIS are better interpreted as attitudes rather than econornic

valuations.
Costs of Ecosystem Management

There is a general lack of consideration of the expenses associated with ecosystem
management. As stated in Quigley and Arbelbide (p. 1830), with regard to agency costs of
ecosystern management “... it is impossible to estimate its budgetary costs.” Market basket
values, apparently estimated using a “proxy” for net economic value, were derived using
willingness-to-pay estimates less the actual value of products received. Thus, the economic
analysis becomes nothing more than an exercise of tabulating the value of different market
baskets of benefits, without regard to direct or indirect costs (agency or private), This is an
incomplete economic analysis.

It is unclear how the transition is made from the supporting material to the DEIS, as the
support material contains no tabulation of costs but the DEIS contains such a section in Chapter 4
(p- 215-219). This section of the DEIS is based upon current agency costs for activity levels,
converted, in many cases, to a dollar-per-acre basis. Comparisons are made to the current
situation (Alternatives 1 and 2), by only looking at relative costs for a period of ten years. It does
not appear that discounting (or, at least a tabulation of costs, by year) has been undertaken. Many
issues regarding policy shifts to ecosystem management are swept under the carpet with this
cursory analysis of costs. Are there efficiencies that can be gained in terms of costs, from the
movement to an ecosystem or watershed? How will the agencies pay for the over 2000

“restoration” jobs persistently mentioned in the analysis? Which group or groups (rural
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communities, recreationists, ranchers, loggers, miners, etc.) bear most of the costs of the different
alternatives? Who gains from these proposals? Can the “winners” compensate the “losers”?
These are critical issues which must be addressed in consideration of the proposals made in the
DEIS. They have not been answered, nor is information provided in the DEIS that citizens and

policy-makers can use to reach their own conclusions.
Lack of Discounting or Presentation of Benefit Flows Over Time

The analysis specified in the DEIS and supporting documents does not discount future
benefits to present value. Rather a summation of total benefits over the 50-year planning horizon
is undertaken to form the market baskets of economic activity. “The reason for this is to avoid
the controversy over whi::h discount rate is appropriate to use and to let decision makers choose
how to distribute benefits and costs between human generations.” (Quigley and Arbelbide:1818).
Risk, uncertainty, inflation and the time value of money must all be considered in evaluating
streamns of benefits or costs for a period of 50 years. The only way to do that is to discount future
benefits (and costs, if considered) to present value terms. The basic concept is that $1 received
or paid today is not equal to $1 received or paid 50 years from now. To not discount these
benefits over time because of the fear of “controversy over which discount rate is appropriate”
sidesteps responsibility for a difficult analysis. At the very minimum, discounting with several
rates (low, medium and high) should have been undertaken.

The authors should also display flows of benefits over the entire planning horizon. Some
management alternatives may result in the stream of benefits being skewed toward the present,
while others only show benefits near the end of the planning horizon. These are completely

different scenarios and summing dollars across years cannot capture the difference. To illustrate
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this point, consider the alternative of receiving $1 million a year from now or $1 million 50 years
in the future. Which do you take? At 5 percent discount rate, the $1 million is actually worth
$925,000 in year 1 and $87,000 in year 50, both expressed in 1997 dollars (or present value). In

other words, one could invest $87,000 today at 5 percent and accrue $1 million 50 year hence.
Community Economics

A major theme in the DEIS and supporting documents is that the society and economy of
the Basin are shifting from extractive, basic industries (timber, mining, grazing) to “passive
industries” such as recreation and existence values. This trend is obviously occumring. However,
to advocate land management policies that promote or speed this process also creates an
obligation to confront the possible outcomes of those policies. The authors of the DEIS have
failed to adequately meet this responsibility.

For their analysis, the authors state: “No evidence exists to support the view that a dollar
earned from exporting manufactured goods is better than a dollar eamed from exporting anything
else” (Quigley and Arbelbide:1812). This statement is required to maintain logical consistency
within the overall value-based assumption in the DEIS: the recreation industry ought to be
facilitated, if not encouraged, as a vital part of ecosystem management policies.

We absolutely recognize the importance of recreation to economies like Idaho. That is
not our point. Rather, we are of the mind that the people of the Basin deserve an honest analysis
of the social and economic implications of changes in their local economies, regardless of
industry. Therefore, we disagree with the uncritical recreation advocacy in the DEIS for three

reasons.
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First, no attempt is made to discuss or analyze the implications of different economic
sectors for local occupational structures. Having a job is better than not having a job. Few
people would argue with this assertion. However, chefs are paid more than dishwashers and
equipment operators in a mine are paid more than the janitor cleaning the mine’s offices.
Treating these jobs as equivalent masks very real differences. The distribution of jobs based on
such factors as wages, seasonality, and whether or not employees live in the community partially
determine the economic impact of occupational structures on local communities. These issues
are not addressed.

Our second disagreement concerns the structure of industries. Different industries have
different labor force needs, cost and return structures, and different levels of value-added for
local economies. Like occupational structure, the economic structure of different industries
produce differing impacts for communities. The primary unfounded assumption in this regard is
that jobs are the measure of importance. We believe that this is overstated in many regards,
across industries, by not reducing seasonal jobs in industries such as agriculture, timber and
recreation to full time equivalents. In addition, the income generated by those jobs may actually
leave the area when the season is over. River guides and harvest workers will not inject money
into local economies throughout the year. In our own work, we have found that many recreation
proprietors, such as those owning lucrative permits for whitewater, do not live in the
communities to which the DEIS is assigning their jobs. Moreover, we have also found that most
of their employees are not local and spend a fraction of their money locally. On the other hand,
using employment numbers to estimate the “importance” of ranching is a weak approach.
Ranches do not have numerous employees. However, a substantial portion of their input costs

reflects local purchases. Using employment numbers to compare this sector to almost any other
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is specious in this regard. Thus, the jobs are not equivalent because industries do not function in
the same fashion.

Third, the authors of the DEIS gloss over the spatial distribution of economic activities
from public lands in the Basin. The mere presence of public lands attracts in-migrants.
However, this assumption does not automatically translate to increased economic activity,
particularly recreation. We are unclear how the DEIS actually views this issue. They note that

the average expenditures per person, per day for resident non-motorized boating are $381.65,

while nonresidents spend $36.99 (Quigley and Arbelbide:1861). In addition, the same exact
numbers are used for these values across all of the BEA regions in the analysis. The use of such
numbers appears awkward: do nonresidents spend about 10% of what residents spend, and are
the dollars the same across the Basin? Communities are not that uniform, and neither are their
economies. In many Idaho counties with significant public land bases, recreation dollars are
spent in urban centers while counties absorb the activity and frequently the fiscal burdens
associated with that activity (Godfrey, 1996). The same issue confronts timber, mining,
government, and other sectors. The spatial arrangement of economic activity guides its social
and economic impacts. Understanding the impacts of ecosystern management requires an
understanding of these spatial arrangements,

‘These basic issues are not merely details over which we wish to quibble. In our
experiences working with communities and local governments throughout the state of Idaho, we

conclude that these issues matter because they affect people in Idaho communities. In a document

as important as this DEIS, advocating one form of economic development over others without

honestly evaluating magnitude and distribution of costs and benefits is inadequate public policy.
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Conclusion

In both the social and economic assessments, the authors of the DEIS refuse to recognize
the distinction between the development of community and development in a community.
Development of a community results from policies that strengthen community integration, reduce
stratification, and increase well being. Development in a community results from activities that
do rothing to strengthen the social fabric of that community. In this sense, the DEIS focuses,
including its social assessment, on describing development in communities. They state that
“range accounts for 1 percent, recreation 87 percent and timber 12 percent” of the 220,000 jobs
associated with agency activities at current levels within the Basin (DEIS, Ch. 2:185). The
authors of this estimate fail to evaluate the community impacts of both the validity of their own
calculations, and policies derived with that calculation. In doing so, they also fail the people of

those communities.
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SCCIETY
oF
AMERICAN
FORESTERS
1900

March 6, 1998

The Honorable Don Young, Chairman
House Resources

US House of Representatives

1324 LHOB

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Society of American Foresters affiliate societies in the Pacific Northwest joined forces to review
and comment on documents pertaining to the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project (ICBEMP). Initiated at the direction of President Clinton in 1993, the project’s task was
to develop a scientifically sound and ecosystem-based management strategy for forest lands under
the jurisdiction of the USDA Forest Service and the DOI Bureau of Land Management in the
interior Columbia River basin.

We are pleased to provide you with the enclosed summary of the results of our affiliates’ work.
Despite the massive undertaking and the accomplishments of the Forest Service~Bureau of Land
Management ICBEMP Team, our groups believe a final decision on direction for managing the
Basin is not yet warranted. A meeting between the Team and our affiliates is taking place today,
March 6, to discuss the affiliates’ findings and ways that their concerns can be addressed in the
ICBEMP final planning and decision documents.

Copies of the affiliates’ individual detailed reports may be obtained from the list of individuals
attached to the enclosed summary document. Upon request we would be happy to facilitate
transfer of that information to you or your colleagues.

Sincerely,

sl

Lawrence W. Hill
Director, Forest Policy

LWH/cas
Enclosure

cc; William H. Banzhaf
- Richard Pierson, Councilman, District I
John Beuter, Councilman, District I
Thomas Thompson, Councilman, District IV
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SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS
Representing the Forestry Profession in America

5400 Grosvenor Lane » Bethesda, MD + 20814-2198
(301) 897-8720 + FAX (301) 897-3690

SQCIETY
OF

AMERICAN
FORESTERS
1500

TO (FAX): Steve Fitzgerald, OR/SAF (541) 548-8919
Tim Love, MT/SAF ((406) 677-3902
Arnie Ameson, WA/SAF (509) 662-3035
Jay O’Laughlin, [E/SAF (208) 885-6226
Bob Maynard, IM/SAF (208) 343-3232

FROM: Larry Hill, Director, FO\NM

DATE: February 24, 1998

SUBJECT ICBEMP:. S y Cc on DEIS and related documents

We have reached the end of a long road of involvement tc review and comment on the
various documents relating to the Interior Coluiabia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project. I enclose a brief summary of your efforts, a copy of which we mailed earlier
today to the ICBEMP Team, along with an explanatory cover letter under Executive Vice
President Bill Banzhaf’s signature.

On behaif of the national office team, and as one who has worked closely with you these
past several months, I want to thank each and every one of you and the teams you worked
with for undertaking and completing this important task. Please share with them our
gratitude.

It’s now time for your units to think about passing on the information you developed to
other entities, and to explain the significance of your findings, conclusions and
recommendations to them. Please let us know if we can help in this regard. You will
probably also want to work with the ICBEMP Team to help them understand your
findings, and take opportunities to help the Team use the information to develop the final
strategy for managing National Forest and BLM lands in the Interior Columbia Basin
region. As I understand it, Ame Armeson will try to arrange an early March meeting with
you all and the Team.

I hope the meeting will be profitable for all concerned. Please let me know the outcome.
Enclosure
Bill Banzhaf, EVP
Dick Pierson, Councilman, District I

John Beuter, Councilman, District II
Tom Thompson, Councilman, District IV
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February 20, 1998

Susan Giannettino, Leader

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Project Team

304 North Eighth Street, Room 250
Boise, ID 83702

Re: Review Comments on the ICBEMP Draft EIS Documents
Dear Ms. Giannettino:

The Society of American Foresters (SAF) affiliate societies in Washington, Oregon, -
Idaho, and Montana are pleased to have been involved in reviewing and commenting
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) documents that pertain to the
Interior Columbia Basir: Ecosystem Management Project. I am personally pleased to
acknowledge their work, and to thank you for accepting and considering their findings
and recommendations in the spirit they were offered.

SAF’s mission is to advance the science, education, technology, and practice of
forestry, and (among other things) to use the knowledge, skills, and conservation ethic
of the profession to ensure the continued health and use of forest ecosystems, and the
present and future availability of forest resources to benefit society. The affiliates’
review and comment on the ICBEMP documents and to report thereon admirably
serves this mission.

Each of the above SAF affiliates have been engaged in the ICBEMP since its inception
in 1993, and have participated in associated meetings, workshops, symposia and other
activity to review and comment on the ICBEMP DEIS and related documents. The
affiliates approached their work as a peer review activity, spending considerable time
and effort to gather their respective experts together to review and analyze the
ICBEMP documents, and to document, refine, and explain their findings.

Each affiliate has already sent their review comments to you with a common cover
letter. As you might expect, and have probably already determined, their findings and
explanations vary in content and detail, owing in part to the unique characteristics in
their respective locations in the Interior Columbia River Basin and their perspectives
about management situations in those areas. Notwithstanding some differences, there
were many common threads.

We enclose a summary of our affiliates’ comments in the hope that they can serve to
guide discussions between affiliate representatives, you, and your ICBEMP Team
about the details of their findings and recommendations. Accordingly, Ame Ameson,

\

5400 Grosvenor Lane, Bethesda, MD 20814-2198
(301) 897-8720 » Fax (301) 897-3690
www.safnet.org
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Susan Giannettino
February 20, 1998
Page 2

the Washington State ICBEMP Coordinator, will take the lead to contact you for arranging a
roundtable discussion before the end of the public comment period. The names, addresses, and
phone/fax/email numbers of the coordinators are enclosed with the summary.

Our affiliate societies believe that the work undertaken so far by the ICBEMP does not warrant a final
decision being made on a strategy for managing the Interior Columbia Basin region until their concems
are addressed and resolved. The affiliate SAF societies would be pleased to participate in this task and
offer their assistance to the ICBEMP Team.

Sincerely,
illiam H. Banzhaf
Executive Vice President
LWH:cas
Enclosure

cc: Ame Ameson, WA/SAF
Steve Fitzgerald, OR/SAF
Tim Love, MT/SAF
Jay O’Laughlin, [E/SAF
Bob Maynard, IM/SAF
Dick Pierson, District I
John Beuter, District I
Kent Connaughton, Chair, Committee on Forest Policy
John Helms, Chair, Forest Science & Tech Board
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Summary of Review Comments on the
Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management En.vironmental Draft
Environmental Impact Statements

The Setting

In response to changing public values, various policies, laws, regulations, and processes have been
developed and implemented over the years providing for the development, protection, and utilization
of federal lands and resources. The latest large-scale initiative is the ICBEMP, the presidential-
directed ecosystem management strategy to manage Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest
Service (FS) lands in the Interior Columbia Basin.

This area of the country has been embroiled in controversy for decades. Legislative actions, land and
resource management planning, appeals, and litigation have failed to resolve it. It would be unrealistic
to expect that the ICBEMP initiative would resolve these issues anytime in the near future. However,
the Society of American Foresters’ affiliate societies in the ICBEMP area applaud the [CBEMP effort
and stand ready to contribute to a successful end result.

The ICBEMP documentation represents an incredibly dedicated effort by serious professionals to
collect, analyze, and evaluate reams of information. The inventories and geographic data overlays will
be valuable for managing lands in the basin no matter the project’s final outcome. However, there is
still much to do before a final decision can be reached regarding overall strategy for managing BLM
and FS lands in the basin so that they may reach their full potential and match public expectations.
Some of this work needs to be directed to address the matters listed below.

Findings/Suggestions

The below-listed statements briefly summarize some of the common findings or problems identified
by our SAF affiliates in their reviews of the ICBEMP documents. Their individual reports provide
detailed comment and specific recommendations. We urge you to consider them before the ICBEMP
produces a final decision about the strategy for managing BLM and FS lands in the basin.

® ICBEMP’s preferred alternative, for many of the reasons listed below, does not meet several
aspects of the project’s purpose and need. Nevertheless, the lands in question need treatment
through cost-efficient and ecologically sound managerial and administrative actions to restore
natural functions and processes which are consistent with credible science.

® The science and assumptions based thereon are inadequate in many instances to validate
utilization of various management standards, and conflicts between objectives and standards
will preclude or complicate management across the basin and result in inconsistent
implementation. The use of adaptive management techniques is not emphasized.

" Review by Society of American Foresters affiliates in Oregon, Washington,'Idaho, and Montana.
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® ICBEMP, as proposed, is a basin-wide process. The decisions presented require adoption of
and conformance with a set of binding prescriptive regional standards that will limit
managerial flexibility at smaller scales (sub-basin level) and site-specific areas to address local
needs and opportunities to achieve desired future conditions.

® ICBEMP is a new level of land and resource management planning and does not adequately
address existing BLM and FS planning and decision-making processes and how they (as a
reasonable altemnative to ICBEMP prescriptive standards) could alone or as modified, or in
association with ICBEMP, address and resotve public issues and needs identified in the public
scoping process. .

¢ ICBEMP does not adequately identify and explain the affects of basin-wide management
direction (the alternatives) and related standards and objectives on communities (in terms of
social resiliency and economic well-being), and resource production and protection goals.

e ICBEMP’s rigid and restrictive prescriptive standards at the basin level force additional
analyses to be made if sub-basin or local conditions require departure from these
requirements. This increases the time and difficulty to address local issues and take advantage
of local opportunities to resolve them, thus, unnecessarily delaying full implementation of
ecosystem management in the basin.

- ICBEMP focuses solely on the BLM and FS lands, but its implementation will affect
adjoining and nearby state, private, and other lands. The project does not adequately address
these effects and to consider the interrelationship of public and private ownerships.

¢ ICBEMP implementation will be complex, long-term, and costly. Funding estimates far
exceed levels of current funding for land and resource planning and management to resolve
forest health and associated issues. Consequently, proposed alternatives will not likely reverse
declining forest health in the basin. How, then, does ICBEMP serve this goal better than
would current or modified forestland and resource management planning processes?

® ICBEMP’s analyses of direct and indirect economic and social impacts is skewed by basin-
wide and urban economic statistics and trends to the detriment of presenting accurate local
level social and economic trends impacts. ICBEMP does not adequately address how the
alternatives would affect local social and economic circumstances.

® ICBEMP provides information about resource production levels, but it is unclear whether the
outputs are sustainable, or even predictable. A clear discussion is needed about predictability
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and sustainability, which could link the preferred alternative to the U.S. commitment to
manage its forests on a sustainable basis by the year 2000.

® ICBEMP standards generally prohibit harvesting trees over a certain size. This prohibition is
unreasonable. Scientific and professional forestland and resource management requires
managers to apply appropriate management techniques and tools in ecologically sound ways
as on-the-ground situations warrant, including the use of fire. The prohibition limits needed
flexibility to address special circumstances.

® ICBEMP establishes standards pertaining to the performance of agency personnel in their
duties. Such standards have no place in a land and resource management document, but rather
in a separate personnel management document.

® Broad consensus visions and principles for the future management of the nation’s forestlands,
public and private, exist as an output of the Seventh American Forest Congress in 1996. This
was a national convocation that brought together several hundred individuals of diverse
backgrounds and experiences to reach common ground on forest management issues,
concerns and opportunities. By contrast, ICBEMP was regionally focused in its public scoping
process. To gain a national perspective, ICBEMP should consider evaluating its DEIS
altematives against the Seventh American Forest Congress visions and principles.

¢ ICBEMP minimizes future opportunities to practice intensive forest management on highly
productive areas. The preferred alternative has no area designated as “produce” as a principal
emphasis. Societal demands for forest products will increase over time and intensive forest
production will be needed in appropriately designated areas. The proposed balance of
management strategies between “preservation,” “intensive,” and “multiple benefits” should be
reexamined to dedicate more area to intensive production. If proven over time that all these
areas are not needed, reassignment to preservation or multiple benefits strategies would be
appropriate.

e ICBEMP’s multiple-use zones with emphasis areas and ecosystem management “conserve,”
“restore,” and “produce” strategies do not accommodate natural disturbance regimes very
well. Each strategy should contain some portion of the other two, and recognize the role of fire
and stocking level control as “disturbance” regimes necessary to maintain ecosystem integrity.
Restoring areas of low ecological integrity to higher integrity does not necessarily mean that
the former areas do not provide goods and services that people desire.

® ICBEMP area includes areas designated as Wilderness, and as such are part of the National
Wilderness Preservation System. These areas should be inclut‘ied in, not separate from,
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“reserve” strategy areas defined by ICBEMP. Additionally, the management of Wildemess
areas need-to be considered as “passive” ecosystem management.

e ICBEMP generally permits little or no active management in aquatic or ripariar areas, yet
many of these areas may nesd management.to restore or maintain ecological integrity.

e ICBEMRP alteratives concerning recreation appear to limit or reduce recreation opportunities,
however, recreation use is expected to increase in the basin. Recreation should be better
balanced in the alternatives.

e [CBEMP direction for extensive road closures in the preferred altemative conflicts with the
expressed intent that road management decisions be made at the local level.

 ICBEMP’s calculation of recreational employment and value seem: unrealistic-when compared
- with the timber, mining, and range data and should be reexamined.

Conclusion

ICBEMP's accomplishments.to date do not warrant developing final direction for managing the
Interior Columbia Basin region until the foregoing findings are addressed and resolved. ICBEMP
should pursue local consensus building actively to achieve acceptance of ecosystem based
management at the local level. Local units of the Society of American Foresters in the ICBEMP area
would be pleased to participate in this task.
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SAF Regional ICBEMP Coordinators

The following is a listing of the SAF Coordinators for the five State SAF Societies that were
involved in the ICBEMP review:

Oregon SAF Inland Empire SAF
Steve Fitzgerald Jay O’Laughlin
Oregon State Univ., Ext. Service Policy Analysis Group
1421 S. Highway 97 University of Idaho
Redmond, OR 97756 Moscow, ID 83844-1134
Phone: (541) 548-6088 x.16 Phone: (208)885-5776
FAX: (541) 548-8919 FAX: (208) 885-6226
e-mail: stephen fitzgerald@orst.edu e-mail: pag@uidaho.edu
Montana SAF Intermountain SAF
Tim Love Bob Maynard
PO Box 1131 Perkins-Coie Law Firm, Suite 502
Seeley Lake, MT 59868 199 N. Capital Blvd.
Phone: (406) 677-2233 Boise, ID 83702
FAX: (406) 677-3902 Phone: 208/343-3434

Fax: 208/343-3232
e-mail: maynr@perkinscoie.com
Washington State SAF

Arnie Arneson SAF National Office Liaison

P.O Box 2236

Wenatchee, WA 98807 Larry Hill

Phone: (509) 662-3035 Policy Director

FAX: (509) 662-3035 5400 Grosvenor Lane
e-mail: armesona@aol.com Bethesda, MD 20814-2198

Phone: (301) 897-8720 x.115
FAX: (301)897-3690
e-mail: hilll@safnet.org
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INTERIOR COLUMBIA BASIN ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT PROJECT

TUESDAY, APRIL 14, 1998

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOR-
ESTS AND FOREST HEALTH, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Nampa, Idaho.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1 p.m. in City Hall
Council Chambers, 411 3rd Street South, Nampa, Idaho, Hon.
Helen Chenoweth (chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Today the Subcommittee is meeting today to
hold an oversight hearing and hear testimony on the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project.

After numerous hearings in Washington, DC on this subject, I
am especially pleased to hold this Subcommittee meeting in Idaho
to hear directly from the many people here who I know have many
concerns of their own. We will hear from as many of you as pos-
sible this afternoon, immediately following the fourth panel.

Please be sure to sign up at the table in the back of the room
if you would like to speak. If we run out of time at 6 p.m. before
we get to you, please submit your statements so that we can in-
clude them in the record. And, frankly, I am as willing to stay here
and listen to you as you are willing to sit through this hearing in
order to offer us your testimonies.

Both the House and Senate authorizing committees have re-
viewed the process and the progress of this project since shortly
after it was initiated in 1994. In 1996 the Forest Service assured
us that these ecoregion assessments would “save time and money
in the long run.” Since that time, however, the projected cost has
risen, and the estimated completion date has been delayed year
after year.

By 1995, the agencies estimated it would be an 18-month project
costing $31 million, only 18 months costing $31 million. Now we
are in the fifth year with the cost to the taxpayers of $40 million
and counting. The agencies now estimate project implementation
will cost $125 million per year in addition to funds that are already
allocated to the agencies or management activities within the
basin.

Just last month, the chair of the executive steering committee,
Martha Hahn, testified before my Subcommittee that the BLM and
Forest Service will spend $5.7 million this year on the draft EIS.
This does not even include what the regulatory agencies are spend-
ing. These continually rising costs have been a concern to the ap-
propriators as well as to those of us who are the authorizers. They
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recognize that the price tag is unreasonable and out of reach and
that the project has never been authorized by Congress.

I am afraid we have reached a point of paralysis of analysis. In
1995, an interagency task force chaired by the Council on Environ-
mental Quality cited potential drawbacks of broad-scale analyses
like the Columbia Basin Project, expressing concern with the ineffi-
ciencies and ineffectiveness in the use of resources because of the
added level of NEPA documentation.

It also found both limited usefulness and vulnerability to legal
challenges. More recently, even the agencies involved in the project
have echoed these concerns to varying degrees.

So I must seriously question why this administration continues
to work on a decision that is not authorized by Congress, leads to
greater inefficiencies with ever increasing costs and has limited
usefulness?

I am told that forest managers working in the basin believe that
the plan cannot be implemented due to the top-down constraints it
would impose on them, and that the alternatives will not achieve
the project objectives. And we have been told that many of these
rigid standards were added last year because the regulatory agen-
cies did not trust the management agencies.

Yet there are no performance standards governing the regulatory
agencies in this process. Similarly, the project managers admit that
due to the very broad scale of the Columbia Basin Project, the im-
pactsdof changes imposed on local plans cannot be accurately as-
sessed.

The National Forest Management Act and the National Environ-
mental Policy Act together require the Forest Service to prepare
land and resource management plans for each unit in the National
Forest System and to analyze and disclose the impact of any pro-
posed decision.

By all accounts, this management plan, the ICBEMP, does not
meet these requirements. The CEQ task force suggested that this
type of broad scale analysis should be used only as guides during
the agency’s decisionmaking processes. It should not result in a
one-size-fits-all decision. We should heed this advice and halt this
incredible waste of taxpayer dollars.

One of the key findings of the science assessment was that the
Interior Columbia Basin is highly variable both in terms of ecologi-
cal conditions and social and economic structures. Therefore, in-
stead of funding completion of the Columbia Basin Project, Con-
gress should now direct the agencies to forward the vast scientific
information that has been collected to local national forest and
BLM district managers so that they may use it where it can best
be applied, at the local forest and district level.

The chairman notes that the Ranking Minority Member from
New York was unable to attend this Subcommittee hearing, but the
Subcc&mmittee will accept any statements he may have for the
record.

I do want to also say for the record that my staff, including Anne
Heissenbuttel from the Committee staff in Washington, DC, and
Jim Gambrell, who is my district director here in Idaho, who will
join me up here to help with these hearing processes, have gone to
great lengths to try to make sure that we have been able to hear
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from everyone. And we contacted and, of course, worked with the
Minority staff and asked them to contact those people who would
favor this ecosystem planning process.

To date we have not been very successful. We also asked Steve
Holmer from the Western Ancient Forest Campaign to suggest peo-
ple here in Idaho who would be very interested in testifying. We
do have just a handful.

But I do want to say for any of you who are in the audience, you
would be more than welcome to be heard, and your testimony will
be made a part of the record. We will have to limit the oral testi-
mony, as we do with all of our witnesses, but your entire testimony
will be entered into the record and will become a part of the per-
manent record that I will take back to Washington, DC, as we ana-
lyze and determine future congressional actions on this particular
project.

And now I would like to introduce our first set of witnesses. I
wonder if they might take their place at the table. I ask that Rep-
resentative Chuck Cuddy from the Idaho State Legislature join us,
Commissioner Dick Bass, Chairman of the Owyhee County Com-
mission in Murphy, Idaho, and Frank Walker from the Ada County
Commission. Are Mr. Cuddy and Mr. Walker here?

They aren’t here yet. If they arrive later, we will take their testi-
mony then. Mr. Bass, I am awfully glad to see you join us today.

But before we continue, I would like to explain that I intend to
place all of our witnesses under oath. This is a formality of the
Committee that is meant to assure open and honest discussion and
should not affect the testimony given by the witnesses.

I believe all of the witnesses were informed of this before appear-
ing here today, and they have each been provided a copy of the
Committee rules. So if you will rise and raise your right arm.

[Witness sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Bass, will you please proceed.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD BASS, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, OWYHEE COUNTY, IDAHO

Mr. Bass. Thank you, Representative Chenoweth. I come here
with the blessings of my fellow commissioners in Owyhee County
on the subject.

Representative Chenoweth, members of the Subcommittee staff,
it is my pleasure to have the opportunity to testify today regarding
the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. I
want to specifically direct my testimony to the failure of the Fed-
eral agencies to coordinate the development of the project with
Owyhee County and other counties engaged in the local land use
planning process.

I know the agencies have told Congress that they have exten-
sively coordinated the project with local government, and I know
that the draft EIS makes the same representation. But that rep-
resentation is misleading and does not tell you or the public the
truth about coordination, especially as coordination is required by
Federal statutes.

FLPMA, the Federal Land Management Planning Act, specifi-
cally provides that the Secretary of Interior “shall,” it is in quotes,
coordinate land use inventory, planning, and management activi-
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ties with the land use planning and management program of other
Federal departments, agencies, and of the state and local govern-
ments within which these lands are located. And that statute is 43
USC 1712(c)(9).

FLPMA further provides that if after coordinated planning, a
Federal plan is inconsistent with local county plan, the secretary
“shall,” that is in quotes again in the code, assist in resolving the
inconsistencies. The statute also provides that the secretary must
assure that the Federal plan is consistent with state and local
plans to the maximum extent possible.

These mandates are required coordination of development of the
draft EIS and the selection of a preferred alternative and with
those counties in Idaho which have a land use planning manage-
ment program.

Owyhee County is such a county. We adopted a land use plan
setting forth guidelines for management of the Federal lands in our
county in 1993.

Our land use planning and management program, as to the Fed-
eral lands, has been in existence and actively developed since 1992.
The BLM, Boise district, the Boise state office, the Secretary of In-
terior, have all been specifically advised of the Owyhee County
plan and the planning management program. Repeatedly, agency
personnel have told Members of Congress that there was extensive
coordination with local county government in the development of
the draft EIS and alternatives. This is simply not true.

The ecosystem project staff working with the association of coun-
ties in both Washington, Oregon, and Idaho established a coalition
of members of the association to work with the project staff in de-
veloping the draft EIS. But such work with the coalition did not
include coordination with the counties who have a planning and
management program.

And such work with the coalition is not an adequate or even sat-
isfactory compliance with the congressional mandate of coordina-
tion. I want to tell you here today, as I have made myself clear to
the association of counties, that the Idaho association of counties
is simply a lobbying and informational association which counties
may join on a voluntary basis. The association has no authority to
speak for the citizens of Owyhee county. And the association has
no authority to substitute for Owyhee County and planning activi-
ties with the planning teams.

Owyhee County has repeatedly voiced its objection to the failure
of the ecosystem project staff to coordinate with the county. It has
repeatedly voiced its objection to the attempt of the project staff to
substitute the coalition of counties for local government officials of
Owyhee County and other counties which have land use plans and
programs.

I have personally stated our county’s objection to the process,
used for development of the draft EIS on many occasions. I have
personally stated and written our objections to the BLM staff, to
Steve Mealey, who was the former project director, and other mem-
bers of the project team in Boise and Walla Walla, and to the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the association of counties, and the mem-
bers of the coalition.
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In spite of the repeated protests and objections, there have been
no coordination with our county. We believe that the same failure
to coordinate occurred with each of the counties throughout Idaho,
which have a local planning and management program for the Fed-
eral lands.

We made our request for coordination from the inception of the
project, and our requests were ignored. We made demands for co-
ordination and specifically set forth the statutory provisions requir-
ing coordinations.

Now, Congressman, we make our objections to the project process
to you as the oversight authority over management of the Federal
lands.

That ends my oral testimony. I have written testimony that I
prepared and gave to your Committee, your staff. I also have some
copies of our county land use plan that I will leave with your staff.
I was informed that we only needed five copies and, if we need
more, I will certainly provide them to you.

But I need to tell you how frustrating it is to, in this time in our
lives, be subject to the spin of the Federal Government, and about
coordinating with the counties when they don’t—they say they are.
They have a selected few commissioners that they will talk to. But
when it comes down to talking to the counties, they just—they
won’t.

They are not telling you the truth when they say that they are.
They are not doing what the Federal law, that you have helped to
pass, they don’t want to follow that. And we want to follow it to
the letter of the law. We are not making any of these things up.
I would be glad to answer any of your questions that I can. If you
need additional information, I will certainly give it to you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Commissioner Bass. It was very
interesting testimony. And without objection, your entire written
testimony will become a part of the record as well as an addendum,
that being the written Owyhee County plan. And I have not seen
the latest plan, but usually they are very well done, and I appre-
ciate you bringing the copies for us.

I do have some questions for you. Is it pretty clear to you, or do
you have any evidence at all, that the management team that put
this plan together, do you have any evidence at all that they ever
reviewed your Owyhee County plan?

Mr. Bass. No, not really.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Did they ask for a copy of it?

Mr. BAss. Yes, they have a copy. I personally talked to Mr.
Mealey. And on one occasion he did come out. He came over to
Boise and met there in the post office and talked about coordina-
tion. He was advised that day by staff from the bureau, that he
need not include us in coordinating until the draft was out.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. He was advised by staff from the Bureau of
Land Management?

Mr. BAss. Yes, ma’am. I also talked to, personally talked to, one
of the project leaders in Walla Walla. Being naive as I am some-
times, I called Walla Walla thinking maybe they really had not
read our letter, and they were not informed of what the law re-
quired them to do in coordination.
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And the gentleman I talked to there—I believe his name is Mr.
Blackwitz—said, Oh, yes, he was very familiar with the law. He
said, In fact, I can quote the law to you, and it is the statute that
I give to you.

And he did.

And T said, Well, then, why not coordinate with the counties
where we have a county land use plan?

We are not trying to tell the Federal Government what they can
do and what they can’t do. We only want to coordinate and cooper-
ate with them. And I don’t say the word “collaborate,” because I
have the image of a collaborator as a traitor. I saw that in the Sec-
ond World War, the people that collaborated had their heads
shaved and they were considered traitors.

But, anyway, he said, well, you really can’t expect us to go to
each county that has the Federal lands in them and sit down and
coordinate with these folks.

And I said, well, I certainly do expect that. And the Congress ex-
pected that when they put this into law.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Who did decide which counties should be in-
cluded or excluded from the east side coalition of counties, do you
know?

Mr. Bass. I am not privy to that information. The coalition was
formed through a memorandum of understanding with the Forest
Service, the BLM, and the counties that are associated with those,
and those folks on the public lands committee selected the people
that would represent the coalition.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. On what basis did the BLM and the Forest
Service decide to work with the association of counties and not
with the Owyhee County and other counties?

Mr. Bass. It is very puzzling. First they said that one of the rea-
sons why they couldn’t coordinate with the counties, that we were
not FACA free, whatever that means. Well, they said that they
couldn’t coordinate with us because of FACA. But that is for an
agency or an advisory group, and the counties are not an advisory
group. We are a form of local government.

That was the excuse for a long time, and now they say there is
a rule—I am not sure, I don’t know what it is—that was passed,
or regulation that made these associations, these counties, these
coalitions there “FACA free,” so they can use these folks.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are absolutely correct when you say that
the agencies tell us in Congress that they are coordinating with the
counties, and you are certainly not the first county commissioner
and board chairman to assure me that the agencies have not
worked with the counties. This is a serious problem.

And do you believe that the biggest problem is the Forest Serv-
ice’s interpretation of FACA, the Federal Advisory Committee Act?
Do you think that is a big problem?

Mr. Bass. I think that is a big problem where it concerns coordi-
nation with the local counties.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. In your opinion, do you believe that they
somehow believe that FACA supersedes FLPMA and the Federal
Land Management Act?

Mr. BAss. I am pretty sure they must believe that. Let me relate
a little story of the arrogance of some of these folks. And some of
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them are really nice people, and I consider some of them my per-
sonal friends.

We had a meeting last fall and last winter in Boise, our con-
ference of the Idaho Association of Counties. And it was right after
the big flap of the road closures, and it came right out of this
project. And we had these three gentlemen from the Forest Service
come and talk to us. They really had, one of the few times I have
seen the Idaho Association of Counties, the Public Lands Com-
mittee upset, but they were terribly upset.

These three gentlemen came and told them, you know, we have
explained three times why we have closed the roads, proposed clos-
ing these roads. We are not planning on doing it anymore. And
then we are not going to inform you about it. We didn’t inform you
before. We are not going to inform you again. And we would do it
the same way that we did it before, in secrecy. And that is the way
they did it. They are not about to talk to local government.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Doesn’t Idaho have an open meeting law?

Mr. Bass. Yes, ma’am. We do.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, Mr. Bass, I am certain that after today’s
hearings, I will have more questions for you, and I will be submit-
ting the questions to you in writing. I do want to tell you that the
record will remain open for three weeks. And I will get my ques-
tions to you just as soon as humanly possible. And then you will
have up to three weeks to answer them for me in writing.

And should you wish to add anything to your testimony, you are
welcome to do so within that period of time. Do you have anything
else you would like to add for the record?

Mr. Bass. No, not at this time. We have several other people
here from the county and our planning committee that I know that
will want to make some comments later on this afternoon or will
be submitting written comments to you. I assure you when I get
your questions, we will faithfully answer those questions and get
them back to you as quick as possible.

And I thank you very much again for having your Committee
hearing here in Canyon County, which we just border Canyon
C(aunty, as you well know. But we do appreciate you being here
today.

[The prepared statement of Richard Bass may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Commissioner.

I want to call the next panel of witnesses. I welcome Adena Cook
from the Blue Ribbon Coalition, Scott Bosse from Idaho Rivers
United. He did cancel. Right? Scott Bosse will not be here.

Phil Church from Lewiston, and Laura Skaer from the North-
west Mining Association in Spokane.

Is Mr. Church here? There he is.

Well, I welcome you all. It is very good to see you.

Just as you did sit down, I am going to ask you to stand and rise
your right arm.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I look forward to hearing from Laura Skaer.
I do want to explain that we have sort of a stop and go light system
up here. As long as the lights are green, you are free to testify. By
the time the light turns red, your 5 minutes are up, so we like to
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have you begin to try to summarize and conclude your testimony.
I do want to remind you that your entire testimony will be admit-
ted to the record, and of course, after you testify we will be asking
you questions.

So with that I would like to begin hearing from witness, Adena
Cook.

STATEMENT OF ADENA COOK, PUBLIC LANDS DIRECTOR,
BLUE RIBBON COALITION

Ms. CooK. I really appreciate the opportunity to be here. I am
here to offer you a perspective of recreation on just what the
ICBEMP document says.

Its treatment of recreation is schizophrenic, like Dr. Jekyll and
Mr. Hyde. On one hand, it acknowledges the importance of recre-
ation to the region, and that recreation on public lands is increas-
ing. And it states in positive language that recreation contributes
to local economies. Its general guidelines are warm and fuzzy
sounding, but when the implementing details are sifted from the
interior of the document, oh, that Mr. Hyde showed his face.

Mandated road densities will eliminate access. Riparian con-
servation areas will close roads, trails, and campsites next to
streams. And active restoration, the key theme of the selected al-
ternative, is but a euphemism for closure of roads and access.

The document itself has some very positive things to say about
the importance of recreation to the region. It says: Roaded, natural
settings receive about 75 percent of all activity days. And it ac-
knowledges that roads apply or enable the majority of winter recre-
ation use and recreation use in general.

It says that the area-wide recreation supports around 200,000
jobs. And categorically, it states that recreation generates more
jobs than any other uses of Forest Service or BLM lands.

Now, you may dispute this, yes or no, but that is what it says.
And so what are the policies, then, that it builds upon these facts,
that recreation is so important in the region?

Well, one guideline, it is fairly warm and fuzzy. It says: Supply
recreation opportunities consistent with public policies and abili-
ties.

Well, I can’t argue with that. It sounds good to me. And it appar-
ently supports tourism. It says that tourism opportunity fits well
into the ecosystem, and the natural environment is a central at-
traction.

Well, I have got to go along with that because I am a snowmo-
biler, and I am going across the fresh powder in the Stanley Basin
with the Sawtooths above me and, indeed, the natural environment
is the central attraction.

But this guidelines makes me a little bit uneasy. Construction
management and visitation take place with the goal of minimizing
energy usage and encouraging people involved with the tourism op-
portunity to be environmentally sensitive.

What in the world does that mean? Does that mean they are
going to turn down the thermostats in the visitor centers? Well,
what does this mean in terms of actual standards that translate
from these guidelines?
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It really means closures. The standard RMO03 states: Reduce road
density where roads have adverse effects. Standard RMS8 proposes
road closures and obliteration in area forest and range cluster.
Now, this is defined. In Idaho it is defined so that there will be
around 50 percent reduction of roads in most forest and range clus-
ters.

Riparian conservation areas will close roads, trails, and camping
areas in areas next to streams. Now, what do people like to do?
They like to take their kids and go camp or picnic next to a stream.

The standard AQS24 states: Recreation facilities should be lo-
cated outside of RCA’s if at all possible. It states that if the effects
to the RCA’s can’t be minimized, then the recreation facility would
be eliminated. There goes your camping, picnicking, trails next to
streams, roads next to streams.

And, finally, the active restoration policy that they say is going
to provide so many jobs and benefit the region will actually be used
to close roads.

It states categorically, this means decreasing the negative im-
pacts of roads.

Now, if recreation accounts for around 200,000 jobs, and they
close half the roads, do you think there would be an economic im-
pact? Yes, I would assume that would be so.

But, amazingly, the new $30 million social and economic report
mandated by Congress, which you asked them to do, fails to ad-
dress the impact of these standards on recreation. It merely says
that the impact across the basin will be limited.

Well, are they or are they not going to close all those roads?

As I have described from a recreation and access perspective,
there is a logical disconnect between ICBEMP’s direction and de-
scription of the area activity, its vague guidelines, and the actual
standards. Now, the science may have been applicable in other sit-
uations, but no good science emerges from these documents on
recreation. Good recreation planning, integrated with the produc-
tive use of our natural resources, remains to be done.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Adena Cook.

[The prepared statement of Adena Cook may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Phil Church?

Mr. CHURCH. Good afternoon, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Good afternoon.

STATEMENT OF PHIL CHURCH, CO-CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
ORGANIZATION ON TIMBER SUPPLY

Mr. CHURCH. My name is Phil Church. I am a co-chairman of
ROOTS, Resource Organization on Timber Supply, and I am here
representing organized labor. Dave Wailee sends his hellos, presi-
dent of the State Fed.

I am here today before you thankful to both organized labor and
the industry I work for, specifically Potlatch Corporation. I work
for Potlatch as a machinist apprentice. The benefits and wages that
have been negotiated helped me through a series of very serious
surgeries recently. The same benefits and wages that ICBEMP, I
believe, would take away from me and my family.
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Clearly the basin’s rural communities’ economic base is greatly
dependent on the Federal lands that surround them. This plan has
become a political football. The environmental industry has no in-
centive to work cooperatively toward resolution, rather they are out
to build controversy. Alternative Four has much promise but faces
so many constraints by the regulatory agencies, I believe it would
be dead on arrival.

I would encourage this Committee to take the time to review the
efforts of Idaho citizens’ efforts, which will be released around the
first of July. This task force was set up by Governor Phil Batt to
explore the possibilities of the state taking over management of
Federal lands in Idaho. Not ownership, simply management.

These lands belong to the American people, and who better to
manage them than those native to the area? My membership is the
first to cry foul should any wrongdoings take place in our national
forest. The union membership I represent not only derive their live-
lihood from these lands but also recreate to the fullest extent; i.e.,
hunting, fishing, camping, backpacking.

One area I personally believe would be beneficial to our forested
lands, and one that I would encourage this Committee to look into,
is to convert the Federal lands into trust lands. To date, to my
knowledge, there are no subsidies given to trust lands, and given
time I believe these Federal lands of Idaho would not be sub-
sidized; rather, contribute to the overall responsibility of our na-
tion’s economy.

Trust lands must also meet all of the Federal laws put before
them.

Please take the time to read the work of this task force. Again,
it will be released the first part of July. With that, I would be
pleased to answer any questions, and also I am submitting my oral
comments. I also have some written comments that I have sub-
mitted in addition to this. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Church. It was a pleasure
hearing from you. Thank you for coming all the way from Lewiston.
I appreciate all of you who have traveled so far to be here and to
participate in this hearing.

[The prepared statement of Phil Church may be found at end of
hearing.]

STATEMENT OF LAURA SKAER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NORTHWEST MINING ASSOCIATION

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Laura Skaer from the Northwest Mining Asso-
ciation.

Ms. SKAER. Good afternoon, Madam Chairman. I am Laura
Skaer. I am the Executive Director of the Northwest Mining Asso-
ciation. We are a 2800-member trade association representing min-
ing throughout the west. Many of our members live in the commu-
nities that are included in the acreage covered by the ICBEMP
plan, and many of our members, a significant number, make their
living from the land by exploring for and developing and mining
the minerals that our western public lands contain.

Essentially our position has changed a little bit, Madam Chair-
man. From the very beginning, we have tried to work with the
agencies, cooperatively at the table, to point out defects in the anal-
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ysis, and we have done that for over four years. And frankly, the
DEIS’s and the Preferred Alternative stand as moot testimony that
our efforts have fallen on deaf ears.

Most significantly, the recent attempt to repackage the
socioeconomics, which did not meet, in our opinion, the mandate of
the Interior Appropriations Bill. It also did not meet the mandate
of the agreement with the counties. It just essentially took the old
data, repackaged it and put a new cover on it and said, “Well, we
are done.”

I think there are an awful lot of mining companies whose head-
quarters, either exploration or corporate, are in Spokane County,
Washington would be surprised to learn that according to this new
economic analysis, there is no mining employment in Spokane
County. And I could go on and on through the various counties.

Our written testimony points out a number of flaws in this whole
process, but we have come to the conclusion that it can’t be fixed.
And it is time for Congress to pull the plug, to terminate the fund-
ing, to disband the ICBEMP team, and to take some of the good
science that has been developed and to allow it to be used at the
local land management level.

But we must be careful that the bad science, the political science,
namely the socioeconomic science, does not get used.

According to these documents, 42 percent of the value of 72 mil-
lion acres of Federal land is from the nonuse of the resource. They
claim that the nonuse value, we call it the value of daydreaming,
where someone sitting in a 60-story office building in New York
City dreaming about wilderness in the west or free flowing salmon,
has a value that is equal to wealth-creating value provided by min-
ing, by agriculture, by oil and gas, by grazing, by recreation.

We disagree. If you take their conclusion to its logical—or you
take this analysis to its logical conclusion, you theoretically could
increase the entire value of the 144 million acre ICBEMP area by
shutting everything down. Absurd. They show the nonuse value to
be higher than timber, mining, and recreation combined. Yet, it is
only a fraction of a 1995 study by the Western Economic Analysis
Center, just south of Phoenix, Arizona, that concluded that the di-
rect and indirect impact of mining alone in the Interior Columbia
Basin was $18.2 billion in 1995. According to these documents,
their analysis is that it is a fraction of that.

There are so many flaws in this document, and we will let our
written comments speak on that. But what I really want to talk to
you about is the fact that the people are left out. We believe that
this is just part of an overall philosophy of this administration to
deny access to the public land. A precursor of what ICBEMP would
bring us is the recent roadless moratorium announced by the For-
est Service.

There are a number of other examples as Madam Chairman, you
are aware. The American Heritage Rivers Initiative, the 3809 rule-
making on hardrock mining, the Clean Water Initiative, EPA’s
hardrock mining framework, and it goes on and on. There are cur-
rently more than 60 regulatory initiatives affecting mining coming
out of this administration.

And what we see in this is that this administration is sending
a clear message. It is a message that people don’t count and that
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Congress doesn’t count. It is clearly an attempt to circumvent the
will of Congress and impose a different philosophy other than mul-
tiple use on how the Federal lands are managed.

We believe Congress was very wise in providing for multiple use
management of the public lands. By doing so, they have ensured
the economic diversity of the West. They have assured that our
western rural communities that depend on mining, on agriculture,
on timber, on grazing, on recreation survive.

We believe that this plan would bring that to a halt, would deny
access to the lands, and would ensure the economic destruction of
our western rural communities. And so we ask, Madam Chairman,
that Congress take immediate steps to terminate this project and
let us go about managing the land at the local level where the peo-
ple who live on the land truly do know what is best for the land.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Laura Skaer may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. And Laura, if you have any addi-
tional comments, written comments that you would like to have
added to the record, you certainly are welcome to. Mr. Church,
your additional comments, the written comments, will be added to
the record.

Mr. CHURCH. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Adena, do you have written comments, addi-
tional written comments?

Ms. Cook. If I have extra, I will add them, yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And I do want you to know that the record
will remain open for three weeks for you to be able to supplement
your testimony.

So with that, I would like to ask you all a question. Adena, does
the ICBEMP suggest that recreationalists should use other lands
instead of the Federal lands if they want to continue to drive to
their destinations of recreation? Did you find that in your analysis?

Ms. CooK. Actually, not. It confined itself, as far as I could tell,
to management of recreation. It said very little, actually, on man-
agement of recreation on public lands. And what I found, I had to
look very hard for it. In fact, other people looked for me as well,
but it did not address what kind of recreation would occur on other
than public lands.

As you well know, public lands in this ICBEMP area is a major-
ity of the land base. So when you are talking about backcountry
recreation which is what our members enjoy, as opposed to orga-
nized recreation, like soccer games or baseball games or things that
people would do in the suburbs or the city. When you are talking
about backcountry recreation, you almost have to talk about Fed-
eral lands. Because other than Federal, there is not a lot out there.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, regarding the riparian conservation
areas, do the alternatives identify how many miles of roads and
trails and how many campgrounds and other recreation sites are
within the riparian areas?

Ms. Cook. They have not done that assessment. They have just
made the categorical broad statement that adverse impacts to the
riparian areas will be either mitigated or eliminated. And whether
they intend to follow through with this, it is anyone’s guess.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Mr. Church, one stated objective
of the Columbia Basin Project was to improve inter-agency coordi-
nation. Do you think that is a valid goal?

Mr. CHURCH. A realistic goal, no. A valid goal, it would be nice,
but I don’t think it could ever happen. The agencies within them-
selves are trying to hamstring themselves to the point of where
they try to then hamstring the other agencies to the deadlock. And
I don’t think it is a realistic goal, no, not with the current system
we have.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You mentioned the conflict between the land
management agencies and the regulatory agencies. Do you think
that there is a valid role for the regulatory agencies in land man-
agement decisionmaking? And in your mind’s eye, what role should
each agency play, if we had the best of all worlds?

Mr. CHURCH. If we had the best of all worlds, I think they could
advise, give advice only, and then the land managers could then
make an informed decision based on that. But they should not hold
them to hard, fast rules so that they can’t be flexible to do what
is best for the land. Because some agencies may only look at a
small portion of the forest or land, and not look at the total impact
of what they are doing to the land.

Therefore, no, they should just be advisory only and keep to that
role.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Recognizing that Congress has not authorized
the type of land planning that we see in the ICBEMP process, do
you think that the current planning process with decisions made
one national forest or BLM unit at a time, is still valid? Or do you
think that the kind of planning process that we have, say, in the
National Forest Management Act, needs to be changed?

Mr. CHURCH. Well, it needs to be radically overhauled. It is com-
pletely broken as it is right now. That is what I am asking you to,
please, take a look at the work that the task force has done be-
cause I think that is an idea that maybe it is too early to be coming
up with this kind of an idea, but something has to happen. They
are derailing themselves as the process goes on.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Something has to happen to break the grid-
lock.

Mr. CHURCH. That is it exactly.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I think that you really touched on something
that is so important for the Congress to look at. And that is, that
the land management agencies must be responsible for managing,
and that the other regulatory agencies should be advisory only.
That is very good testimony. I think it is key to what we must de-
cide in the future, and I thank you for that.

Mr. CHURCH. Thank you. Before I let you go, can I make one

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Mr. CHURCH. Thank you for having this hearing here because it
is very difficult. It is hard enough to come from Lewiston here. It
is more difficult to go from Lewiston to Washington, DC. And I
want to say thank you very much for taking the time to come out
west. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are welcome.
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I am told everyone should be advised to speak right into the
mike. We are not able to pick it up apparently, as easily for the
record.

Laura, I wanted to ask you, what is the economic value of mining
within the Interior Columbia Basin? And what is the value attrib-
uted to mining by ICBEMP? What is the comparison there?

Ms. SKAER. I don’t have the exact number in front of me attrib-
utable to mining, but it is a fraction. It is less than 1 percent of
the $18.2 billion that a 1995 study of the combined direct and indi-
rect impact attributed to the four-state area.

And T might add that that $18.2 billion does not include any
value of Nevada or Utah, but the northern part of Nevada that is
within the ICBEMP area is an area which is—there are several
gold development projects going. So I think $18.2 billion is a very
conservative number.

The problem for mining with this document, Congresswoman, is
that it is virtually ignored. And when that is pointed out to the
agencies, they acknowledge that it is. But they have done nothing
to—so far we have seen no evidence of any attempt to correct that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That is incredible.

Ms. SKAER. As you well know, the Mining and Minerals Policy
Act of 1970 requires that the Federal lands be managed to encour-
age the development of Federal mineral resources. Yet this plan,
because of its denial of access and its prescriptive standards, would
actually discourage the development of Federal mineral resources,
not encourage them.

But that doesn’t surprise me when you listen to the public state-
ments of Chief Dombeck and BLM Director Shea. Chief Dombeck
has made it clear that there is no room for multiple use for mining,
for oil and gas, for recreation, for grazing, for agriculture, and his
vision of the Forest Service going forward.

And Director Shea tells us that it is time to get used to a new
West where tourism and service industry replaces mining, logging,
and agriculture, and grazing, and timber. I translate that to mean
that our members should give up their $30- to $45,000-a-year jobs
with health insurance benefits and be willing to accept $5- to $7-
an-hour seasonal jobs.

I don’t think our members and I don’t think the timber workers
and people who make their living supplying the products that soci-
ety demands are ready to have someone in Washington, DC, tell
them that they have to lower their standard of living.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Very well said. And I think it is very impor-
tant to America’s future that this nation remain resource inde-
pendent. Do you in your opinion, believe that this Alternative Four,
the recommended option, will lead to America’s resource independ-
ence even in terms of our national security?

Ms. SKAER. There is no question, in my opinion and in the official
opinion of our association, that Preferred Alternative Four will
lessen America’s independence from a resource standpoint because
it will deny access. It is a self fulfilling prophesy. They say that we
are moving away from resource production. But when it takes 6 to
10 years to permit a project that is being micro-managed by the
regulatory agencies from the very beginning, they are creating a
self-fulfilling prophesy.
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I believe the result of—we have to recognize that our society is
demanding more minerals every day. And if you just think about
how you got to this hearing, and think about this room, and the
lighting, and the sound system, and the air-conditioning, and the
heating, these are all products of the natural resource industries.
And without our natural resources, our society as we know it
grinds to a halt.

I believe that Alternative Four would, essentially, make the
United States vulnerable to where we may be fighting another re-
source war in the future, when we have an alternative right here,
and that is to produce the minerals and the products that our soci-
ety demands from the public land. And we have proven over and
over again that we can do it in an environmentally responsible
manner.

And we create the new wealth that gets spread through society.
I think that is what we need to be doing. We need to be looking
at policies that encourage the development of our natural resources
in an environmentally responsible manner in order to ensure that
our nation stays resource independent. I think it is critical to our
future and the future of our freedoms.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. I want to thank this
panel for their exceedingly interesting testimony. And thank you,
all three of you, for coming so far to offer your opinion for the
record. And you can count on the fact that I will have more ques-
tions for you. You will be receiving them in the mail, and you do
have three weeks to either supplement your testimony and to an-
swer our questions. So with that I want to thank you very much.

I would like to welcome Mr. Cuddy, Mr. Chuck Cuddy, Rep-
resentative from Orofino. And I would like for him to come forth
to offer his testimony. Before you sit down, Mr. Cuddy, I am going
to ask you to remain standing so I can swear you in.

[Witness sworn.]

STATEMENT OF CHARLES CUDDY, REPRESENTATIVE, IDAHO
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. CubppY. Madam Chairman, it must be kind of nice to be back
in Idaho for a few days.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Oh, it is wonderful.

Mr. Cubppy. And I will apologize at the onset for probably not
being as good a student of ICBEMP as I should be, but, Madam
Chairman, I am not fond of fiction.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I have known you for a long time, and I have
noted that about you.

Mr. CupDY. As you know, in 1993 and as probably been said be-
fore, President Clinton decided that he would direct the Forest
Service and the BLM to do a study of the Interior Columbia Basin,
which is the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project, better known to all of us out here as ICBEMP. In that ef-
fort, I think the original idea was very good if it would, in fact,
turned out had it been intended, and that was that we would man-
age by sound science.

There was a lot of enthusiasm, Madam Chairman, for that to
occur. And there was a lot of time and a lot of effort and a lot of
expense by various organizations, companies, et cetera, et cetera,
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to try and make this work. And as it proceeded, they fell by the
wayside, one by one by one by one, including me.

Madam Chairman, the difficulty with the project is that it en-
compasses 144 million acres, not all of it Federal land, a lot of it
private land, a lot of it tax land. It also is another layer of bureauc-
racy over the top of those existing laws such as NEPA, and
FLPMA, the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, et
cetera, et cetera. So it does nothing to solve the problem.

Had this been implemented as originally intended, and had it
superceded some of these laws, or taken them off the books as we
had hoped, then it would have been something that we could have
all looked at as a success. The way it is observed now is not a suc-
cess, it is just another layer of bureaucracy.

And to give you a little idea, Madam Chairman, and Phil Church
touched on it, I heard, briefly, and maybe went into it more exten-
sively while I wasn’t here. But I co-chair the public lands task force
in Idaho. And we did extensive touring this year of Idaho in re-
gards to the management of state, Federal, private lands. We took
testimony in every place, every area that we were in. What we
found that everybody concurred the current Federal system is
broke.

What we also found when we were out on the ground observing
practices on the land, once the money actually got to the manage-
ment people on the ground, they were very, very similar in all
cases. I think the difference being, the resource is there, the value
of it is there, the value of the jobs are there.

The main difference is, it is taking instead of a year or 2 years
or 6 months to implement a project and bring it to fruition, it is
taking 6 to 10 years. It goes through a long, long process that costs
everyone an immense amount of money. Consequently, the land is
suffering now from the bureaucracy.

I am going to cut mine a little short because I know it is a long
day, and I have submitted my written testimony. But to simply say
it is an administrative policy, that the Federal Government, that
the administration decided to implement, it has not been author-
ized by Congress, and it should be stopped now with no record or
decision being issued.

I would like to go into the economic side of it a little bit and
some of the fallacies in it. The Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment, called the DEIS, represents seven alternative themes for the
basin-wide strategy for the management of forest and BLM lands.
The strategy direction would add to and supercede in many ways
multiple-use management direction already contained in existing
land and resource plans for the National Forest and BLM districts.

Each alternative represented in the DEIS is supposed to rep-
resent two stated needs, first, ecosystem health and integrity, and
sustainable and predictable levels of products and services. The
preferred alternative theme identified by the agencies is aggressive
restoration of ecosystem health.

Many people are seriously concerned about whether this proposal
strategy will meet the needs for the project or will instead increase
uncertainty and polarization over management of Federal lands in
the basin and create hardship on rural communities.
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The agencies who evaluated the DEIS alternative estimated that
3,100 timber jobs would be lost from management delays while the
Forest Service and the BLM institute watershed analysis on the
Eastside DEIS.

It is estimated that 12 eastern Oregon and eastern Washington
sawmills will close while the analysis is being completed. In Idaho
and Montana the effects of the project will be a loss of 1,700 jobs
and six or seven more sawmills. Basin wide, the ICBEMP DEIS es-
timates a decrease of 4,800 direct timber jobs and 13,400 additional
jobs associated with timber, a real impact for workers and their
communities.

The social and economic information analysis contained in the
Upper Columbia River Basin Draft EIS contains two major conclu-
sions. First, smaller resource-dependent rural economies and social
systems are more diversified and will absorb the impacts of chang-
ing public policy.

Now, I would like to tell you a little definition of this that I
gleaned from the hurried addendum to the economic analysis that
they did. And since you are very familiar with Orofino and Lewis-
ton, I will use that example.

A timber-dependent community that is within 35 miles on a state
highway from a town of 20,000 or more, their theory is that that
community could be absorbed.

In the case of Lewiston, which is over 20,000, and primarily also
depends on the timber industry, in my town, which is small enough
that it could be heavily impacted, I would have to pick up my busi-
ness, move to Lewiston while those people in Lewiston who lost
their jobs are moving to Seattle. I guess that is how it is supposed
to work, Madam Chairman.

It doesn’t make any sense to me the methods that they have
went about to determine the economic impacts. And just to give
you some statistics, I will talk about Clearwater County a little bit
since we are both very familiar with it. And as you know, it is a
county with approximately 10,000 people. And 54 percent of that
county is owned by the Federal Government.

In 1980, workers in that county earned 89.5 percent of the na-
tional per capita income and 105.5 percent of the state’s average
per capita income. Today in Clearwater County, it fell to 76.9 per-
cent of the national average and 91.4 percent of the state average.

During those years a supply of timber from national forest has
decreased rapidly, as we all know, from about 170 million a year
off of Clearwater to 16. And at 9 jobs per million forest feet, I think
the answer is obvious.

Historically, forest wood products has driven the economy of
Clearwater County and there is more than a casual relationship
between the Federal land management policies, the change in
health of rural economic dependence upon the resource change. The
lives of real Americans and real American towns change when Fed-
eral policy changes.

The authors of ICBEMP need to look no further than at the
county profiles that are provided on each county in Idaho to find
real economic impacts of Federal policy change, which they have
chosen to ignore.
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Now, you hear a lot about recreation taking the place of the tim-
ber industry and the resource industry. Well, Madam Chairman, in
Clearwater County, the 1986 revenues tax receipts from Clear-
water County was $7,487. And we all know that as far as recre-
ation amenities, Clearwater County nearly has them all.

But in 1995, it was only $12,594. Now, if you include inflation
for that 11 years, you can’t really say it has done anything. And
if you look at the population, that is about $1.25 a person. Not very
supportive of the county. If that is the tax revenue, I don’t know
how we are going to survive if we are supposed to do it on recre-
ation.

Before the ICBEMP committee declares it too difficult to make
these kind of economic analyses I think there is plenty of informa-
tion out there including these county profiles that they have ig-
nored. I also know that the University of Idaho, the state of Idaho
through legislation, which I was a part of passing, did an extensive
study and paid for the impacts on timber-dependent communities.

There are also other studies done at the university, I think, that
are very explanatory and do a much better job of defining the eco-
nomics than was done with ICBEMP.

In fact, just yesterday, Madam Chairman, and I think it is ironic,
I was at a meeting with the NRCS, and the other farm services
that the Department of Agriculture offers. And they were telling
me that within the next year or two, they will have completed a
total soils profile on 1 million acres of land in Clearwater County.
That is to say that they have had soil people out there, technicians,
et cetera, et cetera.

I asked two questions. One is that you are into basalts, basalt
formation, yes, it is. That is pretty similar to what probably you
would find in the Blue Mountains in Washington and some other
areas of the lower part of the Columbia Basin. I said, did you go
into the granitics? No. We just touched on the edge of the granitics,
which would go on up to the Continental Divide or at least to the
Bitterroot Divide.

But I said, this study would be pretty representative of the soils
around here and the capabilities and water quality, et cetera, be-
cause they are doing both. Yes, it would.

Madam Chairman, my second question was, has the ICBEMP
team ever contacted you for your information? No.

Madam Chairman, I think Congress should put a stop to this. I
think the $40 million should have been spent to protect our re-
sources on the ground, see that they don’t burn up or dry up.

[The prepared statement of Charles Cuddy may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Cuddy. Very interesting testi-
mony. I want to ask you, when you testified to the fact that in the
documents it talks about communities like Orofino being absorbed.
What does “being absorbed” mean?

Mr. Cubppy. Well, I think, Madam Chairman, I took it for one
thing. And it didn’t say Orofino, but it said timber-dependent com-
munities. But using that as a method of demonstrating what it
means, first, they automatically have admitted that there is going
to be a turn down for these timber-dependent communities. I take
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that as an admission when they say that the larger towns will ab-
sorb them.

So when you take that all into perspective, and when they say,
Well, the larger communities will absorb them because of a change
in philosophy and a change in the economics of the West, then I
used Orofino and Lewiston because they are very both very timber-
dependent. There are so many holes in it that I could probably
spend an hour discussing it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You know, it is recognized that you are one
of the leaders in the state legislature on those issues and highly
respected. Would you tell me what an ecosystem is?

Mr. CubpDY. Yes, I think I can. It is probably not the analogy that
the Federal Government has, but I think it is somewhat on the
order of someone shouting in an empty gym.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Cuddy, what business are you engaged in
in Orofino when you are not serving in the legislature?

Mr. Cuppy. Madam Chairman, I have operated a business there
for 20 years in the surveying and engineering industry.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So your work is not directly dependent on the
timber industries then necessarily?

Mr. CubpDY. That is true, but it certainly is indirectly.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. Can you tell me if in the best of all
worlds, if this ICBEMP project were to work as good people like
Steve Mealey had envisioned it, will it grow a more sustainable,
healthier forest? Will it provide for cleaner rivers and streams?
Will it provide for a better return of our anadromous fish? I mean,
what do you see to be the end result of this entire project?

Mr. Cubppy. Well, Madam Chairman, I appreciate the if’s because
I think that is what everybody had hoped for. And I think it is pos-
sible that we could have the amenities out of the forest and out of
the public land that we all desire.

And I don’t think there is anyone in this room that you wouldn’t
consider an environmentalist. We all want clean water, we all want
clean air. I love to fish. In fact, one of the things that I have said
all along is, when we are done with our project, I want to see my
grandchildren still be able to catch cutthroat trout out of the North
Fork of the Clearwater River.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Me too.

Mr. CupbDY. Anyway, I think it is very possible. And I can give
you some really good examples. In about 1970, the Idaho Fish &
Game Department came to Orofino, Idaho and my brother and I
were there. At that time, I saw Kelly Creek go from an excellent
cutthroat stream, when I was young, to where it was, just basically
it wouldn’t take Rainbow Stream with an occasional cutthroat.

My brother and I asked them about putting some regulation on
to keep them from taking all of the fish home. And they said, Well,
Kelly Creek has been so desecrated, and on and on, and it is so
sterile that it will not support a native fish population. This was
the Idaho Fish & Game Department in about 1970.

Well, Madam Chairman, we finally got them to do that. They
made a catch-and-release. And two years later you could go in
there and just have a ball and now it is nationally advertised as
a blue ribbon cutthroat stream.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. My goodness, the wisdom that abides outside
the agency. Isn’t it wonderful?

Mr. CupDY. The other example, Madam Chairman, is the elk
population, and you know how desecrated it is right now in our
high country, which was world renowned. And our elk population
now is down in the managed forests because there is feed there,
there is reproductive things that they need for winter habitat, et
cetera, et cetera, that is grown out of their reach in the higher
country.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Very interesting. Well, Mr. Cuddy, I want to
thank you so much for offering this very valuable testimony, very
colorful and interesting too. You can believe I have several ques-
tions that I want to submit to you in writing, and I will be doing
that. The record will remain open for about three weeks. And we
will be getting the questions to you right away.

But I want to commend you on the work that you have done on
the task force. You have spent hours and hours outside of the legis-
lative session working on these projects. I thank you very much for
offering your testimony today.

Mr. CubpbpY. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman. And I would tell
you that the state legislature passed a state resolution that I car-
ried on the House floor, and opposing ICBEMP. The vote was 67
to nothing and three absent.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My word.

Mr. Cupbpy. It was very similar in the Senate. We also did the
same thing with the Western States Legislative Forestry Task
Force, that I am a member of. And I want to thank you very much
for inviting me here, and I apologize for forgetting the time zone
change.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That can happen. I realize that. Thank you
very much.

The Chair recognizes the next panel, Mr. Fred Grant from
Nampa, Idaho; Cindy Deacon-Williams from the Pacific Rivers
Council; Jay Anderson, Professor of Ecology, Idaho State Univer-
sity in Pocatello; Steve Bliss, Northwest Timber Workers Associa-
tion, Horseshoe Bend, Idaho; and Tom Dayley, Executive Vice
President of the Idaho Farm Bureau. If you could join me up here
at the witness table.

It appears that Cindy Deacon-Williams from the Pacific Rivers
Council is not here, neither is Jay Anderson, Professor of Ecology
at the Idaho State University.

I do want to say that the record will remain open by virtue of
the fact that the Chairman has asked that we accept their written
testimony. We want to give every opportunity to every individual
to let their thoughts be known and for their thoughts to become
part of the record that we will be making our decisions on.

So with that, I thank the gentlemen for remaining standing.

[Witnesses sworn.]

STATEMENT OF FRED GRANT, NAMPA, IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. We will open testimony by hearing from Mr.
Fred Grant from Nampa.

Mr. GRANT. Madam Chairman, first of all, last evening, I was at
a meeting in Bridger City, Wyoming. There were five Wyoming
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counties represented there, all of whom are about to engage in de-
veloping a county land use plan similar to that that I think prob-
ably Commissioner Bass has talked about earlier today.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Good.

Mr. GRANT. Representatives of Representative Kugen’s staff were
there, and their staff members asked me to express their greetings
to you. And that group last night, and again at a breakfast meeting
this morning in Wyoming, wanted me to express to you their
thanks for your continued protection of private property rights.

They believe that you and Representative Kugen together have
kept their interests first and foremost. And they wanted me to say
that to you that they oppose a record of decision in this ecosystem
plan. And I am sure that is contrary to most of what you have
heard today already in testimony.

My written testimony, I won’t go over again because I want to
stress today my problems with this whole process with regard to
the Constitution, the power of the Congress, and its impact on pri-
vate property.

First of all, and I go into this in some length in my testimony,
I resent the fact that these 20 agencies following the refusal of the
U.S. Senate to ratify the Biodiversity Treaty, entered into their
agreements to bring about the same result by evading the author-
ity of the Congress to manage the Federal lands.

I am just tired. I am tired through the last 7 years of watching
agency after agency evade the authority of the Congress. That was
one of the main topics of my presentation last night, and that
group also agreed that they are tired of it, that Congress manages
the Federal lands.

It should have been the Congress to determine if every inch of
land in Idaho was going to be included in a project, the report on
which is so complex and convoluted, that one of the wisest men in
range work that I know, Dr. Chad Gibson, can’t begin to fathom
what this project is talking about in many instances.

But aside from that, and I am sure that the Chairman and most
members of the Committee were aware, that the Congress is the
only body of government that is given the constitutional authority
to manage the Federal lands. I resent the fact that the people who
drafted this EIS think that we are so unaware, that we don’t un-
derstand the adverse impact that this project is going to have on
private property in the name of trying to better the Federal lands
and the environment on the Federal lands.

First of all, people who hold private property have been denied
access to the NEPA process because they have been told by this
document that it does not apply to private land. Therefore, a lot of
people whom I have discussed this with, a lot of people haven’t
even bothered to study the plan. People in Canyon County and Ada
County have not bothered to study it because, after all, it doesn’t
apply to private land.

Now, the first problem with that is that it defies common sense
to think that you are going to try to impact the environment on
every acre of Federal ground in Idaho without impacting the ad-
joining state ground. For example, when the EPA, as it will, issues
even firmer regulations regarding clean water and once a record of
decision is down, they have a wide open highway to do whatever
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they want. And I am sure those regulations are already drafted
and in some room waiting to be applied.

When they require a certain degree of clean water on Federal
land, what are they going to do about the private land that sits
next to it? They are going to impact it. We heard for years that the
Endangered Species Act would not adversely impact private land,
and so there was no reason to worry about compensation. Well, this
week the water case, the Sweet Home Case in the U.S. Supreme
Court said what many of us knew and had professed for years, it
will impact private land the first time. It is the desire of the Fed-
eral Government to impact it.

So you cannot do all of the things that this project calls for, for
the Federal lands without impacting private land. So it is false, it
is a false and misleading statement for this document to profess
that it will not adversely impact private land.

And third, it is not even true, consistently, inherently in the doc-
ument because there are places in this document where they say,
Well, there are certain things that are barriers to implementation
of the ecosystem plan, and one is private property ownership. And
they refer specifically to mining claims and rights-of-way and water
rights as being some of those rights where there must be reason-
able changes made in order to make this thing work. Now, if that
isn’t——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Excuse me, Mr. Grant. Water rights too?

Mr. GRANT. Yes, Madam Chairman. And in view of that, let me
remark just another thing about water.

Our Idaho Supreme Court, unfortunately, within the last few
days has, I think, attempted to give away private rights on Federal
stock water claims to the Federal Government in a decision that
could have gone just as well the other way. And many of us think
it is more consistent with U.S. Supreme Court’s decisions to have
gone the other way.

They decided that in some executive order, that related to reserv-
ing land around water holes, that that was a reservation of all the
water in those water holes and springs in 1926. Now, what in the
world, if that is the case, what will be the result the first time the
Federal Government says after a record of decision is issued in the
ecosystem project, we have reserved all of the water that we need
to make this ecosystem project work?

And anyone who thinks they won’t do that should look at the
Snake River Adjudication and remember that within a week after
we were assured by the Secretary of Interior that the Congress was
assured, that the Federal Government had no intention of claiming
water in the states.

They filed hundreds of claims everywhere they could to claim
water in the Snake River Adjudication area, including some on pri-
vate property. So not only do they say that there must be reason-
able changes in those private property rights, but we can fully ex-
pect that without any more specifics that are in this document,
there will be a claim that all of the water that is necessary to make
this project work will have been reserved by any record of decision.

And that is one of the reasons why from a private property
standpoint as well as the standpoint of the written testimony and
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the other things that I have heard, I know Commissioner Bass is
going to talk to you about the economy of Owyhee County.

You know, at one point in one of the preliminary drafts of this
thing, and I will be honest with you, I haven’t read the final draft
to see whether they ever changed that, they talked about Owyhee
County being available for high-tech jobs. And so far we haven’t
seen any evidence that Hewlett-Packard or any of the other compa-
nies are making real inroads to get out there into those grazing
lands.

Ms. CHENOWETH. Well, they don’t even have the roads to get out
there that are that easy to travel.

Mr. GRANT. Well, they really aren’t. As a matter of fact, if they
tried to get up into the Hardtrigger allotment and some of those
allotments, their highly technical scientific equipment wouldn’t be
worth much by the time they got there.

So all of these reasons and the reasons that you have heard
today, but primarily from my testimony right now, primarily from
the standpoint that they are impacting private property, they have
denied that they are, and therefore, I think they have cutoff the
NEPA process to private property holders.

They have not done a takings implication assessment as required
by the executive order that has been on the books since President
Reagan was the president. And yet they say there must be reason-
able changes in private property.

They have evaded the congressional authority again in the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act in Title V of the United States Code. They
haven’t made special consideration for the rural counties in ex-
empting them from some of the things that they would do other-
wise in this project.

They have evaded the Congress and, frankly, they are trampling
all over the Fifth Amendment and what ultimately we will have to
be forced to do to protect private property rights if a record of deci-
sion comes down.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Grant.

[The prepared statement of Fred Grant may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Bliss, Mr. Steve Bliss.

STATEMENT OF STEVE BLISS, CHAIRMAN, NORTHWEST
TIMBER WORKERS

Mr. Briss. Good afternoon, Madam Chairman. My name is Steve
Bliss. I am the plant fire chief and relief sawyer at Boise Cascade,
Horseshoe Bend Sawmill. I am also Chairman of the Southern
Idaho Chapter of the Northwest Timber Workers Resource Council,
and I represent the employees at our mill on timber supply issues.

As part of the council’s efforts, I have had a chance to review the
Columbia River Basin Draft EISs. I will focus my comments today
on what I see as potential effects of the Interior Columbia Plan’s
DEISs on timber workers and rural communities.

One of the key purposes and needs of this project is supporting
economic and social needs of people. Yet this is the area where the
DEISs fail the worst. The cultural, economic, and social needs of
natural resource-based communities have not been addressed to
anyone’s satisfaction. The DEISs treat economic and social needs
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as impacts rather than integrating them into management ap-
proaches.

Furthermore, the amount of detail and number of specific eco-
nomic and social programs within each alternative, were conspicu-
ously out of balance with other programs. There is no assurance to
local communities that government policies will assist them in
being more economically resilient. Little or no consideration has
been given to the fact that reducing the timber supply by at least
40 percent and in some cases up to 100 percent, will have on tim-
ber-dependent communities.

The region-wide scale at which these economic studies were done
makes the impacts to timber-communities appear to be minimal.
Well, as a resident of one of those small timber-dependent commu-
nities, I can assure you that the impacts on my town will be disas-
trous.

Employment estimates shown in the DEIS are flawed. All of the
alternatives contain timber harvest at every commodity production
levels that are significantly below those projected in the forest
plans, which are considerably less than historic levels. These lower
production levels will not be able to support the 400-plus resource-
dependent communities located in the Interior Columbia Project
area. Yet the document contains few, if any, provisions for eco-
nomic stability of these communities.

The DEIS drastically discounts the number of commodity-pro-
ducing jobs and eagerly inflates the number of jobs that are attrib-
uted to recreation, reflecting the writer’s biases against logging and
ranching. For instance, the DEISs indicate that the preferred alter-
native would produce only 5,944 wood products manufacturing jobs
and 243 ranching jobs, but generate 108,000 recreation jobs. These
numbers are just not credible.

Additionally, the DEIS does not account for the indirect jobs that
will be affected by this plan. Each timber job supports at least six
other jobs in the community. This cumulative effect has not been
accurately accounted for in the document. Not only will the DEISs
have a negative effect on local economies through the loss of re-
source-related jobs, they will impact county and local taxing bodies.

The DEISs with their drastically reduced timber and range out-
put levels will result in the reduction of the local tax base. Income
and property taxes will be reduced, causing additional problems in
financing local infrastructures. The DEISs admit commercial tim-
ber harvesting has not been incorporated into the forest restoration
programs. This implies the reliance on congressional budgets will
be the funding source for all restoration projects.

We believe commercial timber sales could greatly reduce the
overall cost to taxpayers while providing on-the-ground expertise
needed to accomplish environmental enhancements. The cost anal-
ysis provided in the DEISs for implementation of this project is un-
derstated to the tune of billions of taxpayer dollars.

The terrific forest health problem on many of the forests covered
by this plan is well documented, but there are no credible plans to
deal with the problem. If the funds to do restoration projects aren’t
available, then we may lose these forests to fire and disease. We
believe this plan provides the basis for destroying the economies of
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our rural communities and the destruction of the forests at the
same time.

As you can see, we have many serious concerns about the DEISs
and their unacceptable negative impacts on the economy and the
cultures of small communities in the Interior Columbia River Basin
area. We believe ICBEMP should be stopped at this point and the
efforts be redirected to its original intent, that of providing broad-
scale information to guide managers in revising forest plans and
implementing local projects.

Proceeding with the implementation of this plan without signifi-
cant changes will further undermine the credibility of the forest
service and BLM with local communities, cause additional degrada-
tion of the ecosystem, additional bureaucratic gridlock, and in-
crease social and economic problems for the rural citizens of the In-
terior Columbia Basin.

I would like to thank you for taking the time to listen to the con-
cerns that rural timber-dependent communities have with this
plan.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. I appreciate your testimony, Mr.
Bliss.

[The prepared statement of Steve Bliss may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And the Chair now recognizes Mr. Tom
Dayley, Executive Director of the Idaho Farm Bureau.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS DAYLEY, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, IDAHO FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

Mr. DAYLEY. Thank you, Chairman Chenoweth. I would like to
start by saying that you have heard a lot of good information here.
I know that is why you came to Idaho. As I used to say, while I
was having to live outside of Idaho for a few years, I came back
to Idaho for a dose of reality. I think that is what you are getting
here today.

And I hope as you share that with the Committee and with the
Congress, they will get the real impact of what Idahoans are feel-
ing about this whole process.

As you said, I am Executive Vice President of the Idaho Farm
Bureau Federation. We have approximately 50,000 members in
Idaho, and of those we represent about half of the farmers and
ranchers in this state. About 11,000 of our members are farmers
and ranchers.

As T discuss this, I would like to go through a couple of different
things, and some of the things might be repetitious, but I would
like to emphasize them. One is the process of how we got to even
having this hearing, and two is the product of that process.

As Representative Cuddy said, the president started this process.
I think it is instructive to understand even from the briefing docu-
ment that they use, he, the President of the United States, directed
the Forest Service “to develop a scientifically sound ecosystem-
based strategy for management.” That was the direction.

If one goes through the process of analysis after that, it is all di-
rected from Washington, DC, from the President then on down. I
think that is one of the most serious parts of this flawed process,
how it was started.
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Their own document, the paper passed out at their briefings
says, “Coordination with affected state and tribal government lead-
ers is essential. In addition, local governments, key, interested, and
affected parties and other Federal state agencies will be encour-
aged to participate.” That is what they think of the rest of us, en-
couraged to participate?

Back to what some other people have said. The impression is
that private landowners should not be encouraged to participate
because it “is not affecting them.” So they really aren’t being fair
to the process that they started. It is being directed from the top
down. The plan of what is to be accomplished is in place before
anything is even started.

It gives every appearance that the decision was made in advance.
The decision was made about what to accomplish and then a meth-
odology was developed for accomplishing it.

We are now in, as you pointed out, the fifth year, $40 million,
and we really have no more substantive information than before.
The information we do have is questionable. It is based on an “eco-
system.” And you asked the question of Representative Cuddy that
I would like to get into a little bit further.

What is an ecosystem? Well, Jack Ward Thomas, who was head
of the Forest Service at the time ICBEMP was initiated by Presi-
dent Clinton said, “I promise you that I can do anything you want
to do by saying it is ecosystem management. It is incredibly nebu-
lous.” Those were his words and he was the head of the Forest
Service when this whole project started.

The entire process puts science, in the traditional sense, in limbo.
The Keystone National Policy Dialogue, a group of 50 individuals
from state and local government and private individuals, took 18
months trying to come up with a definition for ecosystem.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dayley, before you go any further, could
you move closer to the mike? Thank you.

Mr. DAYLEY. They couldn’t come up with a definition of eco-
system. These were people who were put together for the expressed
purpose of coming up with a definition of ecosystem. The group did
not even define what ecological integrity was. The Ecology Society
of America says, when they talk about an ecosystem that “a pile
of dung and a whale carcass are ecosystems as much as a water-
shed or a lake.”

When you have that kind of ambiguity in what we are talking
about, the whole premise of the discussion is flawed before we
start. There is no Federal statute that requires the Forest Service,
BLM, or any other Federal agency, to use ecosystem management
as a tool of management. There is no Federal law, as you know,
Madame Chairman.

Current law requires multiple use and sustained yield on Federal
land. That is the standard that should be required.

The whole concept of ecosystem management is awash with un-
certainty. It will allow land managers to be more arbitrary and
more capricious if we establish this as a standard of how we man-
age our Federal lands.

The White House Interagency Task Force on ecosystem manage-
ment, they had one, interestingly enough, said, “No single Federal
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statute contains explicit overreaching national mandate to take an
ecosystem approach to management.”

Congress has never declared that a particular Federal agency
has the ecosystem approach as its sole or even primary mission.
The White House even admits the same, and yet the President di-
rected ecosystem management for the managing of Federal lands.

If ICBEMP is allowed to be implemented, it will become the
basis for land management decisions in the Northwest. It will in-
crease the uncertainty of our management process, not alleviate
some of the problems we are already having.

We have to ask ourselves this question, if this plan had been in
place 100 years ago, what would this area be like today? What
would the Northwest be like today? Would our people and our land
be better off?

I have sent the Committee a copy of a conference at Tufts Uni-
versity in Massachusetts where ag and the envirnonment was eval-
uated. It shows how the environment has been enhanced by agri-
culture. They went through several things, including Lewis and
Clark’s record and some records of people that were on this land
100 years ago.

There are a couple of quotes from that proceeding. Many ac-
counts report on how many buffalo actually grazed the western
planes. A reliable estimate is about 60 million. However, we do not
need an exact count to visualize the impact buffalo must have had
on the riparian zones during the presettlement era.

Their trampling of banks and the effect of their grazing must
have been very great compared to what we observe today. Evidence
of their impact on the riparian vegetation is supplied by a trapper,
Osborne Russell.

“The bottoms of the rivers are heavily timbered with Sweet Cot-
tonwood, and our horses and mules are very fond of the bark,
which we strip off the limbs and give them every night, as the buf-
falo have entirely destroyed the grass throughout this part of the
country.”

Captain Fremont said it this way in July of 1842 in his report,
he said, “We have found no grass today, striking evidence of the
state of the country.” This was along the Platte River in Nebraska.

So we have to ask ourselves, what is the premise of ecosystem
management? They say they are going back 100 years to analyze
what the land was like 100 years ago and what we can do for it
today. They haven’t given a fair shake even to what 100 years ago
was, much less what it is today.

The team has made incorrect assumptions about where we were
100 years ago, and that is brought them to a 180-degree differen-
tial of where we are today and what we should do about it.
ICBEMP is too large, it is too speculative, the whole process they
used is inadequate.

It imposes 166 new standards, 398 new guidelines, the public
wasn’t involved adequately as has already been discussed. There is
a lack of credible science in the whole process. The farm bureau
strongly opposes the methods currently being used as exemplified
by ICBEMP in the adoption of the complex and far-reaching pro-
posals by Federal agencies. We would recommend that this entire



194

document be withdrawn. At one point in time I said we should use
some of the science that is in the document.

I would contend, especially based on some of the other testimony
we’ve heard today, that at this point it is all questionable anyway,
even the science in the document.

It isn’t science, really, is what it amounts to. It is vague and am-
biguous. The standards lack objective and quantitative analysis. It
opens itself up for court challenges all by itself. The contention is
that it would help us get away from the court challenges. But I
contend that it would actually be more prone to court challenges.

Not even the term ecosystem management is defined. There are
no maps. If we don’t know where we are and where we are going,
how do we know when we get there? There are no maps of how we
want to get there.

The ICBEMP draft EIS represents a significant, if not radical
change in the direction of Federal land management. It is outside
the law, as I already said. It is a blatant attempt to move land
management into a process that eliminates human uses, as you
have already heard from other witnesses.

The inescapable conclusion is, that whatever humans do that is
inconsistent with the shifting toward natural landscapes must be
prohibited or limited by government. That is totally ludicrous.

The ICBEMP draft EIS would try to shift the landscape to a nat-
ural condition without the vaguest idea of what a natural condition
should be. Terms such as road closures, slope adjustment factors,
prohibited and restricted uses, are all very subjective in their use
throughout the document.

It only leads to the point that I have just made. It is just opening
ourselves up to more dispute and more discussion about what is or
isn’t the process that we should be using to manage our land.

An ecosystem map does not exist and no one has attempted to
draw a map. Some say a map is not necessary. We feel that this
ICBEMP draft EIS is totally unacceptable and, if adopted, will lead
to less public use and enjoyment of the public lands, massive eco-
nomic impacts to local communities, and reduce grazing, mining,
recreation, and timbering.

Chairman Chenoweth would like to read from our policy book. It
suggests what we feel about ecosystem management and this docu-
ment. This is what it says.

“We ask that Congress investigate Interior, Forest Service, Fish
and Wildlife, and any other agency who has a compelling interest
in promoting ecosystem management for misappropriation of tax-
payer dollars in their planning process. Congress must restrict
funding for ecosystem programs and prosecute those who are re-
sponsible for circumventing the authority of Congress.”

That is what we believe as an organization.

[Applause.]

Therefore, we believe that this process should be shelved and ac-
tually trashed. Really, you could compare it to a piece of tainted
meat. We wouldn’t consider attempting to cut out E-Coli and use
the rest. If we have a piece of tainted meat, don’t put it on the mar-
ket and say, Well, let us see what we can get out of it that would
be useful for the public.



195

If we have a tornado or earthquake, we rush to help the citizens
that are injured. That is the impact this document could have on
the Pacific Northwest. It could be worse than a tornado and earth-
quake. What we are asking is that the Congress help us to deal
with it. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Tom Dayley may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Dayley. Could you
let us know, for the record, how the other farm bureaus feel in the
seven affected states?

Mr. DAYLEY. Yes, we will do that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. How long has the Idaho Farm Bureau been in-
volved in this project?

Mr. DAYLEY. We have been involved for quite some time. We had
a specialist from Washington, DC, come and give us a synopsis of
this document. He condensed the 4,000 pages down to about 100
pages, and showed us some of the flaws in the document and so
forth. I have submitted that document for the Committee record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You recommended in your written statement
that the process should be started all over with adequate public in-
volvement and more in-depth analysis by the scientific experts. Are
you suggesting that we should do a new study at this same broad
level covering the entire Columbia Basin system?

Mr. DAYLEY. Absolutely not. Thank you for asking the question,
if that was the interpretation.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Can we have local forest supervisors and dis-
trict managers of the BLM proceed with decisions at the forest and
district level as required under NFMA and FLPMA? Those laws
are adequate?

Mr. DAYLEY. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Wasn’t the preferred alternative supposed to
provide an aggressive approach to management already?

Mr. DAYLEY. That is correct.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. What will happen to the ecological conditions
of the basin under the more passive approach that the project has
actually developed?

Mr. DAYLEY. Well, I would contend, as I said in my testimony,
that what they are proposing would be devastating to the economy
and the well-being, even of the ecology of the Northwest.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Interesting.

Mr. Bliss, I understand that the Northwest Timber Workers sup-
ported the project initially. At what point and why did you with-
draw that support?

Mr. BLiss. We initially supported it. The company that I worked
for supported it from the beginning. They spent millions of dollars
putting scientific folks with the Forest Service to try to come out
with a good outcome.

We, I think, were a little naive in believing that what they said
they were going to do was what they actually were going to do.
They said that they were going to give us sound science to be able
to manage for healthy forests. We knew that that would mean, be-
cause of the shape that our forests were in, that we needed to har-
vest more trees, not less, to put the forest back into the shape that
they could survive.
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So we thought long and hard amongst ourselves because our
group represents many different companies. None of the other com-
panies but mine were in favor of this project. But we, amongst the
workers, decided that this was our best shot at keeping our jobs.

And so we voted to support this project. And when it went to the
printers from the Forest Service, we wouldn’t have liked it much,
but we probably could have lived with it.

But then the administration reached into the printers, pulled it
out, and gave it to the agencies. At that time, all the science left.
And the hard standards that are in the document, that is where
they entered.

And the plan now is total. That means there would be no man-
agement on the ground in our opinion. And also the opinion of
many forest supervisors, who have told us, that if they were given
all the money they needed to do the studies that are called for in
this, that there would be two years without any outputs from the
forest whatsoever. And in two years my job will be gone. We can’t
wait two years.

And then we are only talking about—they are saying that they
can’t even get the 60 percent or less of the forest plan levels out
for sure then. So there is no certainty whatsoever that after two
years that there would be any output.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. How much have timber harvest levels already
declined in the Columbia Basin, say, since 1990—or 1989, when we
were harvesting maybe 60 percent of the ASQ?

Mr. BLiss. I don’t know what that exact figure is, but I can tell
you that we have closed around 400 sawmills in Oregon, Wash-
ington, Idaho, and northern California in that time between the
spotted owl controversy, the Forest Service, and a lot of forests
were only putting out 15 percent or less of their allowable sales
quantity from the forest plans that many of us spent 10 years in
public meetings with the Forest Service to develop. And so we see
no future in this at all.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Has there been a sharp decline in the amount
of timber sales in the board feet since 1989?

Mr. BLI1SS. In many of the forests, that is the case. The two for-
ests that we get our wood off of, because we have had fires since
1990 that have destroyed 25 percent of the entire Boise National
Forest, and they have put up for sale about 10 percent of what
burned, our allowable sales quantity has stayed pretty much where
the forest levels are. The administration went as far as to actually
try to punish the forest supervisors for doing a good job of getting
that salvage out.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. We have heard testimony that the preferred
alternative was supposed to have provided an aggressive approach,
but if it actually did provide an aggressive approach to the forest
restoration, how would it be changed? How would we change the
preferred alternative to make it an aggressive approach to forest
restoration, and would it provide a more certain timber supply?

Mr. Buiss. If they actually did what they said they were going
to do and actively go for forest restoration, we have the ability and
the knowledge to go in and mimic Mother Nature to make healthy
forests by thinning the trees, taking out the timber, returning low
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intiensity fires to the ecosystem, to return minerals and stuff to the
soil.

But that would take changing some of the multitude of restric-
tions and stuff that the Forest Service has to go through now, put
on them by the other agencies who are not land managers and
don’t know what is good for the land.

There is no way that we can get there with this plan. It only
leaves less than 10 percent of the entire forests open for harvest
by all of the data that I have seen. And that is mainly on the ridge
tops. And they are planning to forbid entry into roadless areas over
1,000 acres inside, which will in itself tie up the majority of the for-
ests. They haven’t even been inventoried yet.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Bliss, are you a hunter?

Mr. BLISS. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. We heard testimony earlier from Mr. Cuddy,
and I had heard an indication that our elk herds were declining.
Are you seeing evidence in your area around Horseshoe Bend?

Mr. Briss. Not in my area because we live close to managed for-
ests, and the elk herds are actually increasing in our area because
the forests are managed. We have some state land around us. We
have the land that the Boise National Forest and the Payette Na-
tional Forest has managed.

In the backcountry, in the wilderness areas, the herds are declin-
ing drastically. They are moving down. I think we are actually ben-
efiting in elk populations from the Forest Service’s mismanagement
of the other areas.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Very interesting. Mr. Grant, I would like to
ask you a couple of procedural questions. Didn’t you work in the
Reagan Administration?

Mr. GrANT. Did I work in the Reagan Administration? I was in
the—no, when I was in the Federal Government, Madam Chair-
man, it was during the administration of President Johnson.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So you worked for President Johnson in the
White House?

Mr. GRANT. I worked under Attorney General Katzenback in the
United States Attorney’s office. I worked in the Johnson Adminis-
tration.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So you didn’t work as a member of my party,
did you?

Mr. GRANT. Unfortunately, no. I was in Maryland at the time
and not many people worked in the Republican Party in Maryland
in those days. I was Republican but not working in the Republican
Party.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Is it your understanding that the agencies in-
tend to use a single decision under ICBEMP, that simultaneously
a{nen‘(?is all of the applicable forest land and resource management
plans?

Mr. GRANT. I think in answer to that, Madam Chairman, it is
very clear from the documents and from what was done by the
steering committee to the document when they pulled it back, as
Mr. Bliss has said, that one record of decision is intended.

And that record of decision is also clear and has been made clear
to the management agencies and they have said so, that their man-
agement plans, their local management plans, will then have to be
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amen(tliled to become consistent with the record of decision which is
issued.

Now, what that means, of course, is that NEPA has violated at
least twofold with this project. It is violated, I firmly believe for the
reasons that I stated briefly and Mr. Dayley stated, and I stated
in my written testimony. Because the public was never adequately
involved in this.

There are case decisions from the Ninth Circuit, even, that say
that the public must be involved. One of the prime purposes of
NEPA is to involve the public so in the decisionmaking process and
in the implementation process. And I asked that the Congress, the
Members of Congress take this document and look at it and see
whether you can participate meaningfully, in the decision to be
made as to the alternative and in the implementation of it.

And the second place that I think it is violated is that these local
plans then can be amended without going through another NEPA
process. And so, for example, and we have been told from the be-
ginning that the Owyhee Resource—and proposed the Owyhee Re-
source Management Plan could be amended to be brought con-
sistent with the ecosystem plan.

The Resource Advisory Council in this area has been told that
the local plans would be made consistent by amendment. And one
of the features of that is that they won’t have to go through the
NEPA process again because it will already have been done.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, under the scenario, how effectively can
they analyze and disclose the effects of the decision on each plan?
How can they do it?

Mr. GRANT. Well, they can’t. It is absolutely impossible, in my
view, and I think in the view of the people that I have talked to
who have studied NEPA, and who have studied the process of man-
agement of the resources.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And in your opinion, as an attorney, the very
requirements of NEPA require full disclosure and openness. Right?

Mr. GRANT. Absolutely.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. To the public?

Mr. GRANT. And the only full disclosure that I see in this docu-
ment is that it is a way of implementing Earth in the Balance. I
think that is where it was devised, and I think that is the flow of
it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Does the APA, the Administrative Procedures
Act, also come into play here?

Mr. GRANT. I think it does. And unfortunately, the way the APA
has been interpreted—well, in fact, the way it is written and way
it has been interpreted by the courts, the only way that you can,
in any way, attack this project in court is to argue that whatever
decision is made is arbitrary and capricious and that there is no
evidence supporting it.

Well, there is evidence supporting it. It is just not sound evi-
dence. But you see, the courts have said they will not go into the
substance. They will only go into the procedure under the APA.
They will not look at the substance of the material that is sup-
porting the record of decision.

Well, one of the pieces of evidence in this document is, that al-
lowing grazing is a compromise because grazing is obviously not a
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tool to improving the range. Now, that just flies in the face of ev-
erything that we know about grazing, including the evidence of an
administrative law judge or administrative judge or the secretary
in the Department of the Interior himself, who in the infamous
Mercer case said, I am going take this permit away from the con-
servationist group because it needs grazing it hasn’t had for 8
years.

And that was the case when Secretary Babbitt tried to invade in
rangeland reform, those portions that Jack Bremmer set aside.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. After the decision is made, is it your under-
standing that additional forest and resource plan amendments,
conforming amendments, would be necessary according to the agen-
cies?

Mr. GRANT. Yes, we have been told that. The Forest Service has
made those statements in counties throughout the state that rely
on timber. What we have been told by agency personnel by the
BLM is that if amendments are necessary, they will be made. And
we know they are necessary because we have the management
framework plans that are currently the land use plans, and they
are not consistent with that amorphous alternative that is the pre-
ferred alternative.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, then, if that is the case then what op-
portunity will there be to develop a reasonable range of require-
ments, or reasonable range of alternatives, as required under the
NEPA?

Mr. GrRANT. Well, there won’t be. And that is the point, I think,
that they are trying to evade the NEPA process at the local plan-
ning level by arguing, we have already done that. We did it on this
whole great ecosystem throughout the state.

You have asked before, what is the definition of an ecosystem
and I remembered the definition that Mr. Bacus tried to make
when he was head of the BLM, and they asked him to define a eco-
system. And his definition was only in size. He said it could be a
patch as big as the land under the heel of your left foot or it could
be as big as three states. And that was his only attempt at a defini-
tion.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. My goodness. Given the broad nature of the
decision expected under ICBEMP, would the land management
agencies be able to issue project decisions tiered to the ICBEMP
plan? Or how many additional levels of analyses and decisions and
appeals will be needed to tier down the site’s specific projects, and
what will this process cost in added time and money based on what
it has cost to date?

Mr. GRANT. Well, I think the costs—let me break the costs down
first. I think speaking from a legal standpoint, the first and the
most prohibitive cost will be to the individuals, the individuals who
are adversely impacted in their use of the Federal lands, and to
those people who have to file a takings action because there will
be private property that the use of which will be taken.

And we know what the costs of those things are. They are astro-
nomical. The people of the Bruneau Valley had to pay over
$180,000 in their attempt to get the Bruneau Snail delisted, which
they were successful in until they hit the Ninth Circuit block.
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We know the cost of the Owyhee permittees in fighting an in-
junctive action. You see, the cost to the individual is going to be
multiplied not just by what they have to do to appeal the actions
that are taken by the land management agencies, but to resist the
appeals and lawsuits taken by the nonuse extremist environ-
mentalist groups.

And to the government, the cost is going to be extreme because
you are going to have—I can tell you that we are going to try to
make it a multi-tiered appeal process. Because when they come
down with these decisions, which we know they will—they have
made no bones about this.

A BLM representative sitting in a water adjudication attempted
settlement conference, said to me, to the attorney for the permit-
tees, and to several of the permittees, the stress to get the cows off
the Federal lands is going to increase. And when they are finally
off, we don’t want the water right to be convoluted or made more
complex by having your name on it.

So there is no question of what the real intent of all this is. They
can say whatever they want to. We know what it is. We know it
is to reduce the timber usage. We know it is to reduce grazing. We
know it is to reduce recreation.

So we will make the appeal process as multi-tiered as we can.
We will appeal in every direction that we can. It will be costly, but
the people have no alternative.

From the Federal Government standpoint, therefore, the cost is
going to be astronomical because I can guarantee that whenever
one of these appeals is taken, we are going to try to subpoena every
Federal agent that had anything to do with the ecosystem project
as well as the local decision based upon that project.

And they are going to be tied up in court. It is just that simple.
We are not going to let them escape if we can help it. If we had
done as individuals, what the Federal agencies have done in this
ecosystem project, we would be under Federal indictment, and we
would be facing embezzlement charges, fraud charges, and vir-
tually every other charge that they can think of because that is
what this is. This is a fraud. It is a fraud on the Congress and it’s
a fraud on the people who use the natural resource lands in the
western states.

Very technically, what they could argue is that we will have no
appeal from a land use decision that is made based upon the eco-
system project, because what agency would you go to to appeal it?
The EPA? One of the other agencies that makes the decisions?

Those 20 agencies didn’t sign that agreement just out of the spir-
it of goodwill. They are going to be actively involved in imple-
menting this thing in every way possible.

We know that under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the time is
going to come in a couple of years when every municipal water sys-
tem has to report to its users every possible area of contamination
in its watershed. That is already been said to us.

We know that all these regulations are sitting there just waiting
to be applied under the ecosystem project with it as the big panoply
of legalism and it is not.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, Mr. Grant, you have given us an awful
lot to think about. All three of you have. And I do have more ques-
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tions for you. I will be submitting them in writing. I would ask that
you return your answers as soon as possible. We are appropriating
funds and will be in that process of making these analyses when
we get back. So I would appreciate that the balance of the ques-
tions will be very helpful.

Mr. GRANT. Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify, and we will be very blunt in our answers.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Sometimes it takes that to get our attention.
I don’t think when it comes to the survival of the Northwest and
those of us who are resource-dependent community people, I don’t
think there is any other way than to be very, very direct. And I
appreciate that directness. It is honest. It is realistic. And I appre-
ciateh all of your testimony very, very much. Again, thank you very
much.

We call the next panel, Tom Dwyer, Acting Regional Director of
the Fish and Wildlife Service, in Portland, Oregon. Is Mr. Dwyer
here? Elizabeth Gaar, Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat
Conservation for the National Marine Fisheries Service in Port-
land, Oregon; Charles Findley, Deputy Regional Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency from Seattle, Washington.

I appreciate all of you for coming so far and being here. I wonder
before we begin hearing from you if you would stand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

STATEMENT OF TOM DWYER, DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR,
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dwyer, we welcome your testimony.

Mr. DwyEr. Madam Chairman, I am Tom Dwyer, Acting Re-
gional Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Pacific
Region. Thank you for the opportunity to provide the Subcommittee
with updated information on the Interior Columbia Basin Eco-
system Management Project, including the role of the Fish and
Wildlife Service, both currently and historically.

The Service’s role in this project is to bring its expertise to col-
laborative efforts to assess the impact of land use activities on
whole watersheds and ecosystems, and to help move beyond simple
species maintenance to the ecosystems restoration.

The Fish and Wildlife Service views the project, if implemented,
as providing significant long-term benefits not only to the overall
management of fish and wildlife resources and their habitats in the
Columbia River Basin, but to the local communities within the area
as well.

The service views the project as a high priority and has placed
a great deal of effort into working with the U.S. Forest Service, Bu-
reau of Land Management, the National Marine Fisheries Service,
and the Environmental Protection Agency. The development and
implementation of the project is truly an interagency effort.

Development of the two Draft Environmental Impact Statements
are based on a broad landscape perspective. These drafts describe
what we all want to see happen over a very long period of time in
the basin and on Forest Service and BLM land. At these scales,
these drafts provide only minimal direction on how land managers
will actually achieve this broad-scale vision and apply it at the
local level.
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The Service has, therefore, worked closely with the project EIS
team and local executives at the Forest Service and BLM to incor-
porate into the drafts an approach that would provide for a greater
level of assurance, predictability, and accountability in project im-
plementation, while avoiding undue delays.

The Service’s current support of the project has been based on in-
clusion of three basic but critical elements that must be firmly
founded, we feel, in the final EIS and Record of Decision, if those
circumstances come about.

The first of these is that we feel proactive contributions to the
recovery of listed species under the Endangered Species Act and
prevention of future listings as a result of any actions on Forest
Service and BLM lands that are under the plan.

Secondly, we believe we must integrate into the plan a com-
prehensive approach to analysis plan at the subbasin level and at
the ecosystem and watershed level.

And third, we feel that the collaborative process we are now ex-
periencing should allow the service to participate in basin-wide
midscale and project level planning and design and implementa-
tion. The Forest Service and BLM executives have supported this
concept and advocate this new approach to interagency collabora-
tion with the Federal regulatory agencies.

For more than three years the Pacific Region of the Fish and
Wildlife Service has provided technical and policy level assistance
to the project. We have worked in partnership with the EIS teams
to ensure the integrity of the scientific analysis and promote com-
pliance with Federal laws, such as the Endangered Species Act.

In addition, we have served on and provided staff assistance to
a variety of science teams, ad hoc teams, and policy level teams,
in particular the Executive Steering Committee, which consists of
the executives of the Forest Service, BLM, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, EPA, and Fish and Wildlife Service at the regional
and state levels.

You asked in your letter of invitation about budgets and efforts
we have devoted to this project. During the developmental stages
of the two Draft EISs the Fish and Wildlife Service has annually
provided approximately six to eight field office employees dedicated
only part-time to support of the project. We estimate that this has
cost us perhaps in the neighborhood of $250,000 a year for the past
couple of years.

There are, of course, other ongoing Fish and Wildlife Service ac-
tions in the basin and funding for these activities, particularly
those related to Endangered Species Act Consultation, probably
total about $1.2 million dollars a year.

Once the project begins its implementation phase, then of course
these funds would then go in support of the project. Thus, in total,
we have probably spent roughly $1.4 million a year from our budg-
ets to support project implementation.

The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget includes an increase of
$1.5 million in the ESA consultation area to be our first incre-
mental increase in funding for this project. During implementation
the Service has assumed that field level collaboration will occur
similar to that currently used in our streamline Section 7 consulta-
tion process.
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This involves, basically, assigning local Fish and Wildlife Service
biologists to work with one or more BLM resource areas or Forest
Service districts in a consultation and collaboration role.

I expect the Service’s role in working with BLM and the Forest
Service and land managers in the future to be the following:

One, we will help identify in early stages projects that would ad-
versely affect candidate, proposed or listed species and help them
develop alternatives. We would provide a landscape perspective on
listed species status. We would help identify mechanisms to im-
prove conditions for these candidate species and species of concern
to avoid the need for future listings under the Endangered Species
Act. And we would help them develop habitat and resource infor-
mation.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for allowing me to speak this
afternoon before this oversight hearing. I would be glad to answer
any questions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Dwyer.

[The prepared statement of Tom Dwyer may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Elizabeth Gaar.

STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH GAAR, ASSISTANT REGIONAL
MANAGER FOR HABITAT CONSERVATION, NATIONAL MA-
RINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Ms. GAAR. Thank you. Madam Chairman, I am Elizabeth Holmes
Gaar. I am the Assistant Regional Administrator of the Northwest
Region of the National Marine Fisheries Service, which has the
common acronym of NMFS, which I will use from hereforth.

I am responding on behalf of NMFS to your request as Sub-
committee Chair for testimony on the Interior Columbia Basin Eco-
system Management Projects or project, including the role of regu-
latory agencies both currently and historically, as well as the im-
pact of the project on local communities.

The project is a unique undertaking that will guide future land
management decisions, and will significantly increase the involve-
ment of government and nongovernment partners and stakeholders
in the resource management decision process.

The primary NMFS role in the project is to help ensure that con-
servation needs of salmon and steelhead listed under the Endan-
gered Species Act and proposed for listing under the Endangered
Species Act are realized as actions are taken across the broad ex-
panse of the project area.

The NMFS is committed to working for a successful planning
and implementation of the project. We believe our early and full in-
volvement is needed to help avoid and to minimize costly, last-
minute conflicts that could affect both short- and long-term out-
comes.

The collaborative interagency approach to project planning is
working. We have made it work for the last 5 years in the Colum-
bia Basin. Our experience with ESA salmon issues in the North-
west has shown it is more efficient and cost effective to involve all
interested parties early and often during large scale planning exer-
cises such as the ICBEMP or the project.
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The NMFS is, therefore, participating in development of key
components of the DEISs and those areas requiring additional ef-
forts to complete a final EIS and record of decision. This early
interagency involvement was critical to the development and re-
lease of the Draft EIS to the public for their review and comment.

The NMFS continues to work collaboratively with our Federal
partners in moving from a Draft to Final EIS and record of deci-
sion. A major interest in NMFS is the interagency commitment to
hierarchical, step-down planning as a primary tool for incor-
porating scientific information into project implementation. This
type of planning will provide assurances for conservation of listed
salmonids and their habitats.

You did ask about NMFS ICBEMP budget. Successful ICBEMP
implementation depends on continued interagency participation in
the collaborative step-down planning process that does promote
ecosystem management. The ability to deliver project planning
flexibility also depends on a strong adaptive management ap-
proach, strong science, and NMFS involvement.

The NMFS budget for ICBEMP currently focuses on interagency
participation in the development of the DEISs and supporting im-
plementation strategies. As the project transitions to implementa-
tion and the application of new science to the step-down planning
process for project design and implementation, NMFS interagency
participation will increase in those areas where conservation of
anadromous salmonids are of concern within the project area.

The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget for NOAA Fisheries in-
cludes a west coast, Alaska, Northwest and Southwest, which is
California Region, salmon funding initiative which includes ap-
proximately $2.8 million for Natural Fisheries Service to support
the project.

Now, to date, we have spent in fiscal year 1998, our budget is
$200,000 for ICBEMP FEIS development and we are looking to the
1999 budget increase to get us in a position where we can actually
participate in the implementation.

With regard to the role of the NMFS during ICBEMP implemen-
tation we intend to build on the successes of interagency collabora-
tion and planning to date, as well as that gain through the present
ESA Section 7 streamlined consultation process.

Early and complete involvement by NMFS is essential for contin-
ued successful application of the streamlined ESA consultation
process. The integrated collaborative effort and commitment by the
Federal agencies will serve to reduce nongovernmental legal chal-
lenges and other efforts often required during a formal ESA Section
7 consultation process.

In closing, I want to express my appreciation to you, Madam
Chairman, for your continued interest in this multi-agency, broad-
scale Federal land management planning process. I sincerely be-
lieve that this project has worked and continues to work diligently
to bring all involved parties together.

Now we begin the difficult task of assessing the interrelation-
ships of Federal land management decisions within the Interior Co-
lumbia River Basin. By jointly approaching the problems identified
in the ICBEMP science assessments, many of which are too large
for any one agency or land unit to address alone, we can collec-
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tively apply newly analyzed scientific information that was un-
available in the past. And begin the restoration efforts with con-
fidence that many of our highly valued public resources need.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for allowing me to speak before
this Subcommittee and this concludes my statement. I would be
happy to answer questions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Ms. Gaar.

[The prepared statement of Elizabeth Gaar may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The chair now recognizes Charles Findley. Mr.
Findley?

STATEMENT OF CHARLES FINDLEY, DEPUTY REGIONAL
ADMINISTRATOR, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Mr. FINDLEY. Madam Chairman, I am Chuck Findley, the Dep-
uty Regional Administrator for Region 10. I am here at your re-
quest to provide the Subcommittee with additional testimony on
the Columbia Basin Project, including EPA’s regulatory role.

I would like to begin by expressing EPA’s strong support for the
purpose and the needs that have been established for this project,
restoring and maintaining ecosystem health and ecological integ-
rity, supporting the economic and social needs of people, cultures,
and communities, and providing sustainable and predictable level
of products from Forest Service and BLM-administered lands.

Satisfying these purposes and needs is key to healthy water-
sheds, aquatic ecosystems, and ultimately the communities. Our
philosophy has been, and will continue to be, to put effort into up-
front work to ensure that the overall objectives and standards and
guides are protective of our air and water resources.

This is simply more efficient than being involved on a project-by-
project basis. We believe it also helps provide a more constant flow
of goods and services to the communities and public because
projects will less likely be challenged.

If protective land management practices are not dealt with ade-
quately up front through the EIS process, they likely will be dealt
with later through other forums. History tells us that this will be
a likely scenario if we are not successful up front. EPA’s decision
to invest resources in the project is based on the premise that it
is far more cost effective to collaborate and address concerns early
on in the process than it is to wait and attempt to resolve dif-
ferences that are identified on a project-by-project basis. That is
the way it used to be done.

We have had some disagreements and differences of opinion over
the past four years on this project. That is understandable given
the different mandates that each of the agencies have. But at the
executive level, there continues to be a firm commitment to forge
agreements that meet each agency’s mandate and interest in stew-
ardship of our country’s natural resources. Decision-making at the
policy level has been a joint and collaborative process among all
five agencies involved. And I am confident that this mode of oper-
ation will continue.

EPA’s current involvement in the project remains one of strong
support. We committed the resources necessary to assure that it
moves forward as quickly and efficiently as possible to a final deci-
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sion. Reaching resolution will mean that the critically important
environmental restoration work can begin to protect the region’s
land and water.

EPA will commit resources and continue to work with the land
management agencies in a collaborative manner for the duration of
this project. Assuming the production of a final EIS and record of
decision, EPA expects to participate in the implementation of the
project with a level of resources sufficient to provide the Forest
Service and BLM with technical assistance and support in their
planning, assessment, and decision processes.

We want to ensure the clean water and clean air and other EPA
responsibilities are appropriately addressed. We would expect our
level of involvement to decrease over time as we gain confidence
that these responsibilities are being carried out satisfactorily.
EPA’s approach is to be more involved initially on selected projects,
but then to reduce our involvement as we gain confidence that the
standards are applied consistently across the landscape.

We believe we can accomplish our goals in the collaborating proc-
ess by focusing our limited resources on the most sensitive and
complex environmental issues. Our goal is to provide staff and re-
sources sufficient to assure success of the project that are appro-
priate to the nature of the issues and challenges that arise.

In closing, we believe the direction and goals of the Interior Co-
lumbia Basin Projects are worthy of continued support, both by the
communities, the public, and interest groups that will be most im-
pacted by it, and by government at all levels. EPA is committed to
supporting the project and assuring its success.

The strength of the project is its framework of broad public par-
ticipation, ability to address regional landscape scale issues, default
standards that can be changed to fit local conditions through the
conduct of ecosystems analysis at the watershed scale, and finally
intergovernmental collaboration opportunities.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for inviting me to address this
oversight hearing. This concludes my statement, and I would be
happy to address any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Charles Findley may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Findley. I want to ask all
three of you the same question. I will start with Mr. Findley, so
be thinking of your answer.

ICBEMP has a dual purpose and need as stated in chapter one.
It is to, first, develop science-based sound strategies for the envi-
ronment, and second, support economic social needs of people, com-
munities, and jobs. Is your agency equally committed to both of
these goals?

Mr. FINDLEY. Our agency is committed primarily to the satisfac-
tion of environmental laws and regulations. That is our primary
purpose. We carry out those responsibilities in a common sense
way, in a way that blends the different aspects of community needs
with environmental protection. And we try to do that in a balanced
way.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Ms. Gaar?
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Ms. GAAR. Yes. The Natural Marine Fisheries Service does have
obligations for conserving the fishery resources. That is our pri-
mary obligation and mandate.

However, we understand that we are not the ones who ultimately
are responsible for and cause the conservation of the resources. It
is the people. It is the people on the ground, the people in the local
communities, and the people who are working in the agencies,
states, counties, and tribes.

We try to make fish conservation happen. And so our interest is,
specifically, for the resource. We fully understand that manage-
ment strategies need to be designed in a way that people are able
and willing to implement.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Dwyer?

Mr. DWYER. I think I would answer absolutely, that the Fish and
Wildlife Service is committed to both protecting our responsibilities
under environmental laws, but also allowing reasonable use of com-
modities and reasonable extraction of commodities from the public
lands.

I think what we see in these Draft EISs that we feel strongly
about, is the fact that we are dealing with landscape level plan-
ning, collaborative interagency efforts what we hope is a broad-
scale public input to this. I think the fact that the drafts have now
been out for some 320 days for public review is some evidence of
that.

Then also, the whole idea of balancing the economic and environ-
mental focus in this plan is really where we think the action needs
to be in the future. You don’t have to have the conflicts is you have
early, and adequate consultation up front between regulatory agen-
cies and land management agencies.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And the next question I would like to ask all
three of you, and I will start with Mr. Dwyer this time, is on the
issue of risk, how your agency views risk. Do you believe that the
risks are balanced or are long-term risks discounted in the docu-
ments, in favor of a short-term risk?

Mr. DwYER. I think if you are asking are we reasonably com-
fortable with the preferred alternative and does it balance those
kinds of issues, I think at this point, yes. I think we, like the other
agencies, are undergoing, in a sense, our own internal review of
really what all the words do say and do mean in the document.

But we were a party to developing that preferred alternative and
what we thought was a balanced reconciliation of the need for eco-
nomic development, essentially, and protection of the environment.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Ms. Gaar, how does your agency view the
issue of risk? Are risks balanced or is the long-term risk discounted
in favor of the short-term risk?

Ms. GaAR. Well, if I understand your question, I think it is a
good one. I hope I am answering it. Let me know if I am not.

We are concerned about both the short- and the long-term risks.
But we put the short-term risk in perspective and that perspective,
is that our ultimate goal is long-term survival of the species. And
we do have the Endangered Species Act responsibilities.

We also have many others, communities and tribes, that are in-
terested in going beyond the Endangered Species Act to fisheries
again and sustainable populations. So there needs to be a proper
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balance of the short-term risks and the assurance in the long-term,
that survival does occur.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Mr. Findley, how does your agen-
cy view the risk?

Mr. FINDLEY. Let me give you a practical example. I appreciate
the opportunity to go third rather than first this time.

The issue of air quality, for example, is probably a good example
of how risks are balanced in the Draft EIS. If you take a look at
what has happened over the last few years, particularly with all
the heavy duty forest fires we have had in this area, we have had
dramatic impacts on air quality.

In the long run, the goal of the project is to get forests in their
proper functioning conditions so that that isn’t quite as big of a fac-
tor as it is now. So in the long run, you will have much better air
quality.

In the short run, we are going to pay a little bit more of a price
for that because we will have more prescribed burnings to thin out
areas where there is heavy accumulations of flash. That is a bal-
ance and we think that the approach that is used in the EIS has
achieved the proper balance between long and short run.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Ms. Gaar, I would like to ask you, do you be-
lieve that Alternative Four actually takes care of the needs of the
fish to your satisfaction or your agency’s satisfaction?

Ms. GaAR. Well, Alternative Four is now out in the draft form
in the Draft EIS. Its final form will be determined after an in-
depth review and consideration of public comment. So that is
where we are with Alternative Four. The framework is good. The
ultimate outcome is going to depend on the consideration of the
public comments.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you believe that more is needed to add to
Alternative Four than what is now provided?

Ms. GaAR. The framework of Alternative Four is good as a com-
prehensive aquatic strategy for salmonids. I do believe that what
is needed is some refinements. For example, implementation. The
agencies need to articulate how the implementation process will
work. For example, if we have a subbasin assessment or watershed
analysis, how is the information from that transferred to the
project level for decisionmaking? We do have some work to do on
those refinements still.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wanted to ask you, Mr. Findley, does your
agency have a communications memo, a policy by which your per-
sonnel is directed to link implementation with Vice President
Gore’s Clean Water Initiative?

Mr. FINDLEY. Madam Chairman, I am not sure I can answer that
question. I honestly don’t know whether we do or don’t. The Clean
Water Initiative was developed largely in Washington, DC, with
not very much regional input. I am not saying it is a bad initiative.
Just simply given the time, it was done in that way.

And now they are expanding it to give public comment on it and
to get the states’ reaction and whatnot to see how it can work. And
I am not sure what our communication strategy is in terms of any
deliberate memo. I doubt that we have one.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. To your personal knowledge, you do not know
of any?
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Mr. FINDLEY. To my personal knowledge, that is correct.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National
Marine Fisheries Service, and the EPA plan on adding staff to each
ranger district or national forest to provide input to land manage-
ment decisions? Mr. Dwyer, could you answer that first?

Mr. DwWYER. I think after full implementation of the preferred al-
ternative, or some changes to that which may come about because
of the public input and even the agency reviews which we are going
through. Once we get that done, I think what we see as the best
way to implement whatever is a preferred alternative is, in fact, to
have, as Elizabeth mentioned this, early and often consultation
with the land management agencies.

Yes, that will mean in the end, I think, an addition of staff;
whether we would actually put staff at each ranger district or at
each BLM district, I doubt it. I think it would be more an upgrad-
ing of staff that we have now in some key areas and key offices
that we have throughout the region.

We don’t anticipate this as a terrific number of people, but we
want to make sure that we have enough people there to answer the
questions, to consult early on, to help avoid conflicts later on, par-
ticularly related to the Endangered Species Act.

Mr